Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  tliis  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  in  forming  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http: //books  .google  .com/I 


id 


3 


INTERNATIONAL   LAW 


^1>^ 


2 


INTEENATIONAL   LAW 


^^  A  TREATISE         _J(r--  -  3 


BY 

L.  OPPENHEIM,  LL.D. 

UECwoKsn  m  pubuo  intbrnationaii  ulw  at  ths  uosdos  school  or  boonomicb 

AKD  rOUnCAIi  8GIBNOK   (UMIVSBnTT   OV  IiONDON)   AMD   MEMBBB   OF  THB 

FACCIiTT  Ot  aOOMOMiafl  AND  POUKICAIi  80IBNOB  OF  THE  UKITXBSXTT 

OF  LONDON  :  FOUCBBLT  PBOFEaSOR  ORDIMARIUB  OF  LAW 

ni  TUB  UNITBB8ITT  OF  BAflLB  (BWITZBBLAKD) 


VOL.  I. 

PEACE 


LONGMANS,    GKEEN,    AND    CO, 

89    PATBRN08TEB    BOW,    LONDON 
NEW  YORK  AND  BOMBAY 

1905 

All   rights   reierved 


C^.  J^Ji^-^6^  ifeS: 


TO 

EDWABD   ARTHUR   WHITTUCK 

WHOBB  STMPATHY  AND   ENOOUBAQBMBMT 

HAVE  AOOOMPANIBD  THE  PB0OBBB8  OF  THIS  WOBS 

9B0M  ITS  IMOBPTIOM  TO  ITS  CLOSB 


PREFACE 


Although  this  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Nations  appears 
in  two  volumes,  it  is  intended  to  be  an  elementary 
book  for  those  who  are  beginning  to  study  Inter- 
national Law.  It  is  a  book  for  students  written  by 
a  teacher.  The  majority  of  the  people  in  this 
country  who  take  an  interest  in  International  Law 
are  not  jurists  and  have  no  legal  training,  as  my 
classes  at  the  London  School  of  Economics  and 
Political  Science  (University  of  London)  show.  For 
this  reason,  in  lectures  as  well  as  in  a  treatise  on  the 
Law  of  Nations,  certain  truisms  must  be  repeated 
again  and  again,  and  much  that  is  obvious  to  the 
trained  jurist  must,  to  insure  comprehension,  be 
pointed  out  at  some  length. 

My  work  endeavours  to  give  a  complete  survey 
of  the  subject.  All  important  points  are  discussed, 
and  in  notes  the  reader  is  referred  to  other  books 
which  go  more  deeply  into  the  subject.  And  the 
list  of  treatises  as  well  as  monographs  printed  at 
the  commencement  of  each  topic  will,  I  hope,  be 
welcome  to  those  who  desire  to  look  up  a  parti- 
cular point.  There  is  no  English  treatise  which 
provides  such  a  bibliography.  Naturally,  my  cata- 
logue is  not   exhaustive,  although  English,  French, 
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German,  Italian,  Bussian,  Swiss,  Belgian,  Portuguese, 
American,  and  Spanish- American  authors  are  repre- 
sented. And  as  a  rule  I  have  avoided  giving  refer- 
ences to  articles  contained  in  periodicals.  But  my 
readers  will  find  these  as  well  as  other  references 
in  the  books  quoted.  In  any  case  they  will  know 
where  to  find  something  on  any  subject  in  which 
they  take  a  special  interest.  That  I  have  everywhere 
quoted  FhiUimore,  Twiss,  and  Hall,  and  have  as 
regards  the  detail  of  many  points  referred  my  readers 
to  these  classics  of  international  jurisprudence,  was 
a  matter  of  course.  I  should,  however,  specially 
mention  that  I  had  to  quote  Hall's  treatise  in  its 
fourth  edition  ( 1 895)  because  the  editor  of  the  fifth 
edition  has  abandoned  the  section-marks  (§§)  in  the 
divisions  of  the  book. 

I  have  tried  to  the  best  of  my  power  to  build  my 
system  and  my  doctrines  on  a  thorough  jurispru- 
dential, which  is  equivalent  to  a  positive,  basis.  My 
definitions  are  as  sharp  as  possible.  Eeaders  may  be 
assured  that  those  definitions  in  my  book  which  are 
more  or  less  ambiguous  have  been  intentionally  so 
framed  because  the  actualities  on  which  they  are 
based  are  not  altogether  clear.  My  system  itself  is, 
I  hope,  lucid  m  its  arrangement  of  topics.  An  Intro- 
duction  deals  with  the  Foundation  of  International 
Law  and  gives  a  sketch  of  its  Development  and 
Scientific  Treatment.  The  First  Fart  comprises  the 
whole  matter  concerning  the  Subjects  of  the  Law  of 
Nations — viz.  the  States  and  those  of  their  relations 
which  are  derived  from  their  very  membership  of  the 
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Family  of  Nations.  The  Second  Part  deals  with  the 
Objects  of  the  Law  of  Nations — ^namely,  State  Terri- 
tory, the  Open  Sea,  and  Individuals.  As  the  States 
possess  Organs  for  their  International  Belations,  these 
Organs  are  treated  in  the  Third  Part.  The  Fourth 
Fart,  which  deals  with  International  Transactions, 
concludes  the  first  volume,  except  for  an  Appendix 
comprising  the  text  of  the  Anglo-French  Agreement. 
The  second  volume,  which  is  ready  in  the  draft  and 
to  which  readers  are  frequently  referred  in  the  notes 
in  this  first  volume,  wiU  appear  next  year  and  will 
deal  with  the  Settlement  of  International  Differences, 
War,  and  Neutrality. 

As  regards  the  method  pursued,  I  shoidd  like  to 
point  out  that  I  have  everywhere  endeavoured  to  let 
differences  of  opinion  appear  in  a  clear  light.  It  is 
necessary  that  those  who  seek  information  in  a 
treatise  should  find  an  opinion  for  their  guidance. 
For  this  reason  I  have  everywhere  tried  to  establish 
either  the  opinion  I  approve  or  my  own  opinion  as 
firmly  as  possible,  but  I  have  nearly  always  taken 
pains  to  put  other  opinions,  if  any,  before  my  readers. 
The  whole  work,  I  venture  to  hope,  contains  those 
suggestive  and  convincing  qualities  which  are 
required  in  a  book  for  students.  Yet  I  have,  on  the 
other  hand,  been  careful  to  avoid  pronouncmg  rules 
as  established  which  are  not  yet  settled.  My  book 
is  intended  to  present  International  Law  as  it  is,  not 
as  it  ought  to  be. 

I  owe  thanks  to  many  friends  for  advice  and 
assistance.    I  must  specially  mention    Mr.   W.  J. 
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Addis,  M.A.,  Headmaster  of  the  Holbom  Estate 
Grammar  School,  to  whose  scholarly  knowledge  of 
language  and  literary  insight  I  have  been  constantly 
indebted,  and  Mr.  Alfred  Bucknill,  M.A.,  of  the  Inner 
Temple,  Barrister-at-Law,  who  has  lent  me  his  most 
valuable  assistance  in  preparing  the  MS.  for  the 
press  and  reading  the  proofs. 

L.  OPPENHEIM. 

Thb  London  School  of  Economics  and 
Political  Scibncb  (Univebsitt  of  London), 
Clabb  Mabkbt,  London,  W.O.  : 
February  20,  1905. 


Errata. 

Page  88,  line  19,  for  Fanchille  read  Fauohille. 
122,  note  I,  line  4,  for  Snow  read  Scott. 
303,  line  8,  for  1680  read  1580. 


ABBEEVIATIONS 

OP  TITLES  OF  BOOKS,  ETC.,  QUOTED  IN  THE  TEXT 


The  books  referred  to  are,  as  a  rale,  quoted  with  their  full  titles 
and  the  date  of  their  publication.  But  certain  books  and 
periodicals  which  are  very  often  referred  to  throughout  this  work 
are  quoted  in  an  abbreviated  form,  as  follows : — 

Annuaire         =        Annuaire  de    Tlnstitut    de    Droit    Inter- 
national. 
Bluntschli,  Das  modeme  Volkerrecht  der 

civilisirten      Staaten     als     Bechtsbuch 

dargestellt,  3rd  ed.  (1878). 
Bonfils,  Manuel    de    Droit   International 

Publy,  4th  ed.  by  Fauohille  (1904). 
Bulmerincq,  Das  Volkerrecht  (1887). 
Galvo,  Le  Droit  International  etc.,  5th  ed. 

6  vols.  (1896). 
Despagnet,  Cours  de  Droit  International 

Public,  2nd  ed.  (1899). 
Field,  Outlines  of  an  International  Code 

(1872). 
Fiore,  Nouveau  Droit  International  Public, 

deuxi^me  edition,  traduite  de  Tltalien 

et  annot^e  par  Antoine,  3  vols.  (1885). 
Gareis,    Institutionen    des    Yolkerrechts, 

2nd  ed.  (1901). 
Grotius,  De  Jure  Belli  ac  Pads  (1625). 
Hall,  A  Treatise  on  International  Law, 

4th  ed.  (1895). 
Halleck,  International  Law,  3rd  English 

ed.  by  Sir  Sherston  Baker,  2  vols.  (1893). 
Hartmann,  Institutionen  des  praktischen 

Yolkerrechts  in  Friedenszeiten  (1874). 
HefiFter,  Das  Europaische  Volkerrecht  der 

Gegenwart,  8th  ed.  by  Geffcken  (1888). 


Bluntschli        r= 


Bonfils  s= 

Bulmerincq  ss 

Calvo  = 

Despagnet  ^ 

Field  s 

Fiore  = 


Qareis  = 

Grotius  = 

HaU  = 

Halleck  = 

Hartmann  = 

Heflber  s= 


xii  ABBREVIATIONS  OF  TITLES  OF  BOOKS,  ETC., 


Heilborn,  = 
System 

Holland,  = 

Studies 

Holland,  = 

Jorispradence 

Holtzendorff  «= 

Eliiber  = 

Lawrenoe  = 

Lawrence,  = 

Essays 

Liszt  = 

Lorimer  s= 

Maine  s 

Manning  s= 


Martens  = 

Martens,  G.F.= 


Martens,  B. 
Martens,  N.  B. 
Martens,  N.  S. 
Martens,  N.  B.  G. 
Martens,  N.  B.  G., 
Martens,  = 

Causes 

G^l^bres 
Nys  = 

Perels  = 

Phillimore      == 


Heilborn,   Das  System  des    Yolkerreohts 

entwiokelt   aus    den    volkerreohtliohen 

Begriffen  (1896). 
Holland,   Studies    in    International    Law 

(1898). 
Holland,  The  Elements  of  Jurisprudence, 

6th  ed.  (1893). 
Holtzendorfif,  Handbuch  des  Volkerrechts, 

4  vols,  (i  885-1 889). 
Eliiber,  Europ&isches  Volkerrecht,  2nd  ed. 

by  Morstadt  (1851). 
Lawrenoe,  The  Principles  of  International 

Law,  3rd  ed.  (1900). 
Lawrence,    Essays    on     some    Disputed 

Questions  of  Modem  International  Law 

(1884). 
Liszt,  Das  Volkerrecht,  3rd  ed.  (1904) 
Lorimer,  The  Institutes  of  International 

Law,  2  vols.  (1883-1884). 
Maine,  International  Law,  2nd  ed.  (1894). 
Manning,  Commentaries  on  the  Law  of 

Nations,    new   ed.  by    Sheldon    Amos 

(1875)- 

Martens,  Volkerrecht,  German  translation 

of  the  Bussian  original  in  2  vols.  (1883). 

G.  F.  Martens,  Precis  du  Droit  des  Gens 

Modeme  de  TEurope,   nouvelle  M.  by 

Verg6,  2  vols.  (1858). 

These    are    the    abbreviated 

quotations  of  the  different  parts 

Vol   Martens,  Becueil  de  Traitds 

(see  p.  94  of  this  volume),  which 

2nd  Ser./  are  in  common  use. 

Martens,  Causes  C61dbres  du   Droit  des 

Gens,  5  vols.,  2nd  ed.  (1858-1861) 

Nys,  Le  Droit  International,  vol.  i.  (1904). 

Perels,  Das  intemationale  offentliche  See- 
recht  der  Gegenwart,  2nd  ed.  (1903). 

Phillimore,  Commentaries  upon  Inter- 
national Law,  4  vols.  3rd  ed.  (1879- 
1888). 
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Piedeli&yre  = 
Pradier-Foddr^s 

Pofendorf  = 

Biiner,  = 

R.L  = 

B.Q.  = 

Taylor  « 

Testa  ~ 

TwisB  =s 

UUmann  = 

Vattel  = 

Walker  = 

Walker,  = 

History 

Walker,  = 

Sdence 

Westlake  = 

Westlake,  = 

Chapters 

Wharton  = 

Wbeaton  =s 


Piedeli&vre,  Prteis  de  Droit  International 

Public,  2  vols.  (i894>i895). 
Pradier-Fod6r6,Tiiut6  deDroit  International 

Public,  7  vols.  (1885-1897). 
Pufendorf,  De  Jure  Naturae  et  Gentium 

(1672). 
Bivier,  Principes  du  Droit  des  Gens,  2  vols. 

(1896). 
Bevue  de  Droit  International  et  de  L6gisla- 

tion  Gompar6e. 
Bevue    Gto6ral   de   Droit    International 

Public. 
Taylor,  A  Treatise  on  International  Public 

Law  (1901). 
Testa,  Le  Droit  Public  International  Mari- 
time,   traduction     du    Portugais     par 

Boutiron  (1886). 
Twiss,  The  Law  of  Nations,  2  vols.,  2nd  ed. 

(1887-1884). 
XJllmann,  Volkerrecht,  1898. 
Vattel,  Le  Droit  des  Gtons,  4  books  in  2  vols., 

nouvelle  M.  (Neuch&tel,  1773). 
Walker,  A  Manual  of  Public  International 

Law  (1895). 
Walker,  A  History  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 

vol.  i.  (1899). 
Walker,  The  Science  of  International  Law, 

(1893). 
Westlake,  International  Law,  vol.  i.  (1904). 

Westlake,  Chapters  on  the  Principles  of 

International  Law  (1894). 
Wharton,  A  Digest  of  the  International 

Law  of  the  United  States,  3  vols.  (1886). 
Wheaton,  Elements  of  International  Law, 

8th  American  ed.  by  Dana  (1866). 
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CHAFTEE  I 

FOUNDATION  OF  THB  LAW  OF  NATIONS 


Thb  Law  of  Nations  as  Law 


Hall,  pp.  14-16— Maine,  pp.  50-53— Lawraioe,  ${  1-3— Fhflliniore,!., 
SS  1-12— Twisf,  I.  SS  104-5— Taylor,  S  2— Wetilake,  I.  pp.  1-13— 
Walker,  History,  I.  S$  1-8— HaUeek,  I.  pp.  46-55— Ullmann,  SS  1-2 
— Heffler,  SS  1-5 — ^Holtzendorff  in  Holtsendorff,  I.  pp.  19-26 — 
Nye,  I.  pp.  133-43— Bivier,  L  S  i— Bonfils,  Nos.  26-31— Ftadier- 
FodM,L  Nob.  1-24— Martens,  I.  SS  1-5— Fiore,  L  Nos.  186-208. 

§  I .  Law  of  Nations  or  Litemational  Law  {Droit  ^^" 
de8  gens  J  Volkerrecht)  is  the  name  for  the  body  of  Law  of 
customary  and  conventional  rules  which  are  con-  ^**^"^ 
sidered  legally  binding  by  civilised  States  in  their 
intercourse  with  each  other.  Such  part  of  these 
rules  as  is  binding  upon  all  the  civilised  States 
without  exception  is  called  univeraal  International 
Law,  in  contradistinction  to  particular  International 
Law,  which  is  binding  on  two  or  a  few  States  only. 
But  it  is  also  necessary  to  distinguish  general  Inter- 
national Law.  This  name  must  be  given  to  the 
body'  of  such  rules  as  are  binding  upon  a  great  many 
States,*  including  leading  Powers.  General  Interna* 
tional  Law,  as  for  instance  the  Declaration  of  Paris  of 
1856,  or  the  Hague  Begulations  of  1899  concerning 
the  law  of  warfare  on  land,  has  a  tendency  to  become 
universal  International  Law. 

International  Law  in  the  meaning  of  the  term  as 
used  in  modem  times  did  not  exist  dtuing  antiquity 
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and  the  first  part  of  the  Middle  Ages.  It  is  in  its 
origin  essentially  a  product  of  Christian  civilisation, 
and  began  gradually  to  grow  firom  the  second  half  of 
the  Middle  Ages.  But  it  owes  its  existence  as  a 
systematised  body  of  rules  to  the  Dutch  jurist  and 
statesman  Hugo  Grotius,  whose  work  ^*  De  jure  belli 
ac  pacis  libri  m*'  appeared  in  1625  and  became  the 
foundation  of  all  later  development. 

The  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law  for  the  intercourse  of 
States  with  one  another,  not  a  law  for  individuals.  As, 
however,  there  cannot  be  a  sovereign  authority  above 
the  single  sovereign  states,  the  Law  of  Nations  is  a 
law  between,  not  above,  the  single  States,  and  is,  there- 
fore, since  Bentham,  also  called  ^^  Litemational  Law.'* 
As  the  distinction  of  Bentham  between  Interna- 
tional Law  public  and  private  has  been  generally 
accepted,  it  is  necessary  to  emphasise  that  only  the 
so-called  public  Litemational  Law,  which  is  identical 
with  the  Law  of  Nations,  is  International  Law,  where- 
as the  so-called  private  International  Law  is  not. 
The  latter  concerns  such  matters  as  fall  at  the  same 
time  under  the  jurisdiction  of  two  or  more  different 
States.  And  as  the  Municipal  Laws  of  different 
States  are  frequently  in  conflict  with  each  other 
respecting  such  matters,  jurists  belonging  to  different 
countries  endeavour  to  find  a  body  of  principles 
according  to  which  such  conflicts  can  be  avoided. 
^^  §  2.  Almost  from  the  beginning  of  the  science  of 

Foree  of     the  Law  of  Nations  the  question  has  been  discussed 
NitenT  ^'  whether  the  rules  of  International  Law  can  be  called 
oontestod.  legally  binding.    Hobbes^   already  and  Pufendorf^ 
had  answered  the  question  in  the  negative.    And 
during    the    nineteenth    century  Austin^  and    his 

*  De  Give,  XrV.  4.  11.  c.  iii.  S  22. 

'  Pe  Jure  NatursB  et  GeDtiom,       '  Leetiireson  Jiiri0pradence,VI 


THE  LAW  OF  NATIONS  AS  LAW  5 

followers  take  up  the  same  attitude.  They  define 
law  SB  a  body  of  rules  for  human  conduct  set  and 
enforced  by  a  sovereign  political  authority.  K 
indeed  this  definition  of  law  be  correct,  the  Law  of 
Nations  cannot  be  called  law.  For  International 
Law  is  a  body  of  rules  for  the  relations  of  Sovereign 
States  between  one  another.  And  there  is  not  and 
cannot  be  a  sovereign  political  authority  above  the 
Sovereign  States  which  could  enforce  such  rules.  But 
this  definition  of  law  is  not  correct.  It  covers  only  the 
written  or  statute  law  within  a  State,  that  part  of  the 
Municipal  Law  which  is  expressly  made  by  statutes 
of  Parliament  in  a  constitutional  State  or  by  some 
sovereign  authority  in  a  non-constitutional  State.  It 
does  not  cover  that  part  of  Municipal  Law  which  is 
called  unwritten  or  customary  law.  There  is,  in 
fact,  no  community  and  no  State  in  the  world  which 
could  eaist  with  written  law  only.  Everywhere 
there  is  customary  law  in  existence  besides  the 
written  law.  This  customary  law  was  never  ex- 
pressly enacted  by  any  law-giving  body,  or  it  would 
not  be  merely  customary  law.  Those  who  define 
law  as  rules  set  and  enforced  by  a  sovereign  political 
authority  do  not  deny  the  existence  of  customary 
law.  But  they  maintain  that  the  customary  law  has 
the  character  of  law  only  through  the  indirect 
recognition  on  the  part  of  the  State  which  is  to  be 
found  in  the  fact  that  courts  of  justice  apply  the 
customary  in  the  same  way  as  the  written  law,  and 
that  the  State  does  not  prevent  them  from  doing  so. 
This  is,  however,  nothing  eke  than  a  fiction.  Courts 
of  justice  having  no  law-giving  power  could  not  recog* 
nise  unwritten  rules  as  law  if  these  rules  were  not  law 
before  that  recognition,  and  States  recognise  unwrit- 
ten rules  as  law  only  because  courts  of  justice  do  so. 
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§  3.  For  the  purpose  of  finding  a  correct  defini- 
tion of  law  it  is  indispensable  to  compare  morality  and 
law  with  each  other,  for  both  lay  down  rules,  and  to 
a  great  extent  the  same  rules,  for  human  conduct. 
Kow  the  characteristic  of  rules  of  morality  is 
that  they  apply  to  conscience,  and  to  conscience 
only.  An  act  loses  all  value  before  the  tribunal  of 
morality,  if  it  was  not  done  out  of  free  will  and 
conscientiousness,  but  was  enforced  by  some  external 
power  or  was  done  out  of  some  consideration  which 
lies  without  the  boundaries  of  conscience.  Thus, 
a  man  who  gives  money  to  the  hospitals  for  the 
purpose  that  his  name  shall  come  before  the  public 
does  not  act  morally,  and  his  deed  is  not  a  moral 
one,  though  it  appears  to  be  one  outwardly.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  characteristic  of  rules  of  law  is  that 
they  shall  eventually  be  enforced  by  external  power.^ 
Bules  of  law  apply,  of  course,  to  conscience  quite  as 
much  as  rules  of  morality.  But  the  latter  require 
to  be  enforced  by  the  internal  power  of  conscience 
only,  whereas  the  former  require  to  be  enforced  by 
some  external  power.  When,  to  give  an  illustrative 
example,  morality  commands  you  to  pay  your  debts, 
it  hopes  that  your  conscience  will  make  you  pay 
your  debts.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  law  gives  the 
same  command,  it  hopes  that^  if  the  conscience  has 
not  sufficient  power  to  make  you  pay  your  debts, 
the  fact  that,  if  you  will  not  pay,  the  bailifi*  will 
come  into  your  house,  will  do  so. 

§  4.  If  these  are  the  characteristic  signs  of 
morality  and  of  law,  we  are  justified  in  stating  the 
principle:  A  rule  is    a    rule    of  morality,  if  by 


^  Wesilakei    Ghapien,   p.    12,    tnonJil^,  and   Twisa,  L   S  105 
seems  to  make  the  same  oistinc-    adopts  it  etepresHB  V0M$, 
tion  between  roles  of  law  and  of 
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common  consent  of  the  community  it  applies  to  con-  «*.^^ 
science  and  to  conscience  only ;  whereas,  on  the  other  of  Law. 
hand,  a  rule  is  a  rule  of  law,  if  by  conmion  consent 
of  the  community  it  shall  eventually  be  enforced  by 
external  power.    Without  some  kind  both  of  morality 
and  law,  no  community  has  ever  existed  or  could 
possibly  exist.    But  there  need  not  be,  at  least  not 
among  primitive  communities,  a  law-giving  authority 
within  a  community.    Just  as  the  rules  of  morality 
are  growing  through  the  influence  of  many  different 
factors,  so  the  law  can  grow  without  being  expressly 
laid  down  and  set  by  a  law-giving  authority.    Wher- 
ever we  have  an  opportunity  of  observing  a  primitive 
community,  we  find  that  some  of  its  rules  for  human 
conduct  apply  to  conscience  only,  whereas  others  shall 
by  common  consent  of  the  community  be  enforced ; 
the  former  are  rules  of  morality  only,  whereas  the 
latter  are  rules  of  law.      For  the  existence  of  law 
neither  a  law-giving  authority  nor  courts  of  justice 
are  essential.      Whenever  a  question  of  law  arises 
in  a  primitive  community,  it  is  the  conununity  itself 
and  not  a  court  which  decides  it.     Of  course,  when 
a  conununity  is  growing  out  of  the  primitive  con- 
dition  of  its  existence  and  becomes  more  and  more  so 
enlarged  that  it  turns  into  a  State  in  the  sense  proper 
of  the  term,  the  necessities  of  life  and  altered  cir- 
cumstances of  existence  do  not  allow  the  community 
itself  any  longer  to  do  anything  and  everything. 
And  the  law  can  now  no  longer  be  left  entirely  in  the 
hands  of  the  different  factors  which  make  it  grow 
gradually  from  case  to  case.    A  law-giving  authority 
is  now  just  as  much  wanted  as  a  governing  authority. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  we  find  in  every  State  a 
Government,  which  makes  and  enforces  laws,  and 
courts  of  justice,  which  administer  the  laws. 
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However,  if  we  ask  whence  does  the  power  of  the 
Goyemment  to  make  and  enforce  laws  come,  there 
is  no  other  answer  than  this:  From  the  common 
consent  of  the  community.  Thus  in  this  countiy 
Parliament  is  the  law-making  body  by  common  con- 
sent. An  Act  of  Parliament  is  law,  because  the 
common  consent  of  Great  Britain  is  behind  it.  That 
Parliament  has  law-making  authority  is  law  itself, 
but  unwritten  and  customary  law.  Thus  the  veiy 
important  fact  comes  to  light  that  all  statute  or 
written  law  is  based  on  unwritten  law  in  so  far  as 
the  power  of  Parliament  to  make  Statute  Law  is  given 
to  Parliament  by  unwritten  law.  It  is  the  conunon 
consent  of  the  British  people  that  Parliament  shall 
have  the  power  of  making  rules  which  shall  be  en- 
forced by  external  power.  But  besides  the  statute 
laws  made  by  Parliament  there  exist  and  are  con- 
stantly growing  other  laws,  unwritten  or  customary 
laws,  which  are  day  by  day  recognised  through 
courts  of  justice. 
Definition  §  5.  On  the  basis  of  the  results  of  these  previous 
Esaoitiai    investigations  we  are  now  able  to  give  a  definition  of 

^tont  of  ^^'  ^^  ™*y  ^y  *^*  ^^  ^  ^  ^^^y  ^f  ^""^  f^ 

i«w.  human  conduct  within  a  community  which  by  common 
consent  of  this  community  shall  be  enforced  by  external 
power. 

The  essential  conditions  of  the  existence  oi  law 
are,  therefore,  threefold.  There  must,  first,  be  a 
community.  There  must,  secondly,  be  a  body  of  rules 
for  human  conduct  within  that  community.  And 
there  must,  thirdly,  be  a  common  consent  of  that 
community  that  these  rules  shall  be  enforced  by 
external  power.  It  is  not  an  essential  condition  either 
that  the  respective  rules  of  conduct  must  be  written 
rules,  or  that  there  should  be  a  law-making  authority 
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or  a  law-administering  court  within  the  respective 
conununity.  And  it  is  evident  that,  if  we  find  this 
definition  of  law  correct,  and  accept  these  three 
essential  conditions  of  law,  the  existence  of  law  is  not 
limited  to  the  State  community  only,  but  is  to  be 
found  everywhere  where  there  is  a  community.  The 
best  example  of  the  existence  of  law  outside  the  State 
is  the  law  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church,  the  so- 
called  Canon  Law.  This  Qiurch  is  an  organised 
community  whose  members  are  dispersed  over  the 
whole  surface  of  the  earth.  They  consider  them- 
selves bound  by  the  rules  of  the  Canon  Law,  although 
there  is  no  sovereign  political  authority  that  sets  and 
enforces  those  rules,  the  Pope  and  the  bishops  and 
priests  being  a  religious  authority  only.  But  there 
is  an  external  power  through  which  the  rules  of  the 
Canon  Law  are  enforced — namely,  the  punishments  of 
the  Canon  Law,  such  as  excommunication,  refusal  of 
sacraments,  and  the  like.  And  the  rules  of  the  Canon 
Law  are  in  this  way  enforced  by  common  consent  of 
the  whole  Boman  Catholic  community. 

§  6.  But  it  must  be  emphasised  that,  if  there  is  Law  not 
law  to  be  found  in  every  community,  law  in  this  tmedwith 
meaning  must  not  be  identified  with  the  law  of  States,  ^^j^^*^ 
the  so-called  Municipal  Law,^  just  as  the  conception 
of  State  must  not  be  identified  with  the  conception  of 
community.    The  conception  of  community  is  a  wider 
one  than  the  conception  of  state.    A  State  is  a  com« 
munity,  but  not  eveiy  community  is  a  State.    Like- 
wise the  conception  of  law  pure  and  simple  is  a  wider 
one  than  that  of  Municipal  Law.    Municipal  Law  is 
law,  but  not  every  law  is  Municipal  Law,  as,  for 
instance,  the  Canon  Law  is  not    Municipal  Law  is  a 

I  Tlmmghoal  this    book    the    State  law  in  oontradiBtinotion  to 
term  **  Mmiioipal  Law  "  is  made    International  Law. 
use  of  in  the  sense  of  national  or 
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narrower  conception  than  law  pure  and  simple.  The 
body  of  rules  which  is  called  the  Law  of  Nations 
might,  therefore,  be  law  in  the  strict  sense  of  the 
term,  although  it  might  not  possess  the  characteristics 
of  Municipal  Law.  To  make  sure  whether  the  Law 
of  Nations  is  or  is  not  law,  we  have  to  inquire 
whether  the  three  essential  conditions  of  the  existence 
of  law  are  to  be  found  in  the  Law  of  Nations. 
The  §  7.  As  the  first  condition  is  the  existence  of  a 

ofNa-  conunumty,  the  question  arises,  whether  an  mter- 
Q^.  ^  national  community  exists  whose  law  could  be  the 
mmiity.  La^  Qf  Nations.  Before  this  question  can  be 
answered,  the  conception  of  community  must  be 
defined.  A  community  may  be  said  to  be  the  body 
of  a  number  of  individuals  more  or  less  bound 
together  through  such  common  interests  as  create  a 
constant  and  manifold  intercourse  between  the  single 
individuals.  This  definition  of  conununity  covers 
not  only  a  community  of  individual  men,  but  also 
a  community  of  individual  communities  such  as 
individual  States.  A  Confederation  of  States  is  a 
community  of  States.  But  is  there  a  universal  inter- 
national community  of  all  individual  States  in  exist- 
ence? This  question  is  decidedly  to  be  answered 
in  the  affirmative  as  far  as  the  States  of  the  civilised 
world  are  concerned.  Innumerable  are  the  interests 
which  knit  all  the  individual  civilised  States  together 
and  which  create  constant  intercourse  between  these 
States  as  well  as  between  their  subjects.  As  the 
civilised  States  are,  with  only  a  few  exceptions. 
Christian  States,  there  are  already  religious  ideas 
which  wind  a  band  around  them.  There  are,  further, 
science  and  art,  which  are  by  their  nature  to  a  great 
extent  international,  and  which  create  a  constant 
exchange  of  ideas  and  opinions  between  the  subjects 
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of  the  different  States.  Of  the  greatest  importance 
are,  however,  agriculture,  industiy,  and  trade.  It  is 
totally  impossible  even  for  the  largest  empire  to 
produce  everything  its  subjects  want.  Therefore, 
the  productions  of  agriculture  and  industry  of  the 
different  States  must  be  exchanged  with  each  other, 
and  it  is  for  this  i^ason  that  international  trade  is  an 
unequalled  factor  for  the  welfare  of  every  civilised 
State.  Even  in  antiquity,  when  every  State  tried  to 
be  a  world  in  itself,  States  did  not  and  could  not 
exist  without  some  sort  of  international  trade.  It  is 
international  trade  which  has  created  navigation  on  the 
high  seas  and  on  the  rivers  flowing  through  different 
States.  It  is,  again,  international  trade  which  has 
called  into  existence  the  nets  of  railways  covering 
the  continents,  the  international  postal  and  tele- 
graphic arrangements,  the  Transatlantic  telegraphic 
cables. 

The  manifold  interests  which  knit  all  the  civilised 
States  together  and  create  a  constant  intercourse 
between  one  another,  have  long  since  brought  about 
the  necessity  that  these  States  should  have  one  or 
more  official  representatives  living  abroad.  Thus 
we  find  everywhere  foreign  ambassadors  and  con- 
suls. They  are  the  agents  who  further  the  current 
stream  of  transactions  between  the  Governments  of 
the  different  States.  A  number  of  International 
Offices,  International  Bureaux,  Intemational  Com- 
missions have  permanently  been  appointed  for  the 
administration  of  intemational  business.  And  from 
time  to  time  special  intemational  conferences  and 
congresses  of  delegates  of  the  different  States  are 
convoked  for  discussing  and  settling  matters  inter- 
national. Though  the  individual  States  are  sovereign 
and  independent  of  each  other,  though  there  is  no 
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international  Government  above  the  national  ones, 
though  there  is  no  central  political  authority  to  which 
the  different  States  are  subjected,  yet  there  is  some- 
thing mightier  than  all  the  powerful  separating 
factors :  namely,  the  common  interests.  And  these 
common  interests  and  the  necessary  intercourse 
which  serves  these  interests,  unite  the  separate  States 
into  an  indivisible  community.  For  many  hundreds 
of  years  this  community  has  been  called  '^  Family  of 
Nations  "  or  "  Society  of  Nations." 

§  8.  Thus  the  first  essential  condition  for  the 
existence  of  law  is  a  reality.  The  single  States 
make  altogether  a  body  of  States,  a  community  of 
individual  States.  But  the  second  condition  cannot 
be  denied  either.  For  hundreds  of  years  more  and 
more  rules  have  grown  up  for  the  conduct  of  the 
States  between  each  other.  These  rules  are  to  a 
great  extent  customary  rules.  But  side  by  side  with 
these  customary  and  unwritten  rules  more  and  more 

agreements.  The  so-called  Law  ot  Nations  is 
nothing  else  than  a  body  of  customary  and  conven- 
tional rules  regulating  the  conduct  of  the  individual 
States  with  each  other. 

§  9.  But  how  do  matters  stand  concerning  the 
thh*d  essential  condition  for  the  existence  of  law  ? 
Is  there  a  common  consent  of  the  community  of 
States  that  the  rules  of  international  conduct  shall  be 
enforced  by  external  power  ?  There  cannot  be  the 
slightest  doubt  that  this  question  must  be  affirma- 
tively answered,  although  there  is  no  central  authority 
to  enforce  those  rules.  The  heads  of  the  civilised 
States,  their  Gbvemments,  their  Parliaments,  and 
public  opinion  of  the  whole  of  civilised  humanity, 
agree  and  consent  that  the  body  of  rules  of  inter- 
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national  conduct  which  is  called  the  Law  of  Nations 
shall  be  enforced  by  external  power,  in  contradistino- 
tion  to  rules  of  international  morality  and  courtesy, 
which  are  left  to  the  consideration  of  tiie  conscience 
of  nations.  And  in  tiie  necessary  absence  of  a 
central  authority  for  the  enforcement  of  the  rule  of 
the  Law  of  Nations,  the  States  have  to  take  the  law 
into  tiieir  own  hands.  Self-help  and  the  help  of 
the  other  States  which  sympatiiise  with  the  wronged 
one  are  the  means  by  which  the  rules  of  the  Law  of 
Nations  can  be  and  actually  are  enforced.  It  is  true 
that  these  means  have  many  disadvantages,  but  they 
are  means  which  have  tiie  character  of  external 
power.  Compared  with  Municipal  Law  and  the 
means  at  disposal  for  its  enforcement,  the  Law  of 
Nations  is  certainly  the  weaker  of  the  two.  A  law 
is  the  stronger,  the  more  guarantees  are  given  that  it 
can  and  will  be  enforced.  Thus,  the  law  of  a  State 
which  is  governed  by  an  uncorrupt  Government  and 
tiie  courts  of  whidi  are  not  venal  is  stronger  than 
the  law  of  a  State  which  has  a  corrupt  Government 
and  venal  judges.  It  is  inevitable  tiiat  the  Law 
of  Nations  must  be  a  weaker  law  than  Municipal 
Law,  as  there  is  not  and  cannot  be  an  international 
Government  above  tiie  national  ones  which  could 
enforce  the  rules  of  International  Law  in  the  same 
way  as  a  national  Government  enforces  the  rules  of 
its  Municipal  Law.  But  a  weak  law  is  nevertheless 
still  law,  and  the  Law  of  Nations  is  by  no  means  so 
weak  a  law  as  it  sometimes  seems  to  be. 

§  10.  The  fact  is  that  theorists  only  are  divided  Pnetioe 
concerning  the  character  of  the  Law  of  Nations  as  SwSl^ 
real  law.    In  practice  International  Law  is  constantly  NationB  m 
recognished  as  law.    The  Governments  and  Parlia- 
ments of  the  different  States  are  of  opinion  that  they 
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are  legally,  not  morally  only,  bonnd  by  the  Law  of 
Nations,  idthough  they  cannot  be  forced  to  go  before 
a  court  in  case  they  are  accused  of  having  violated 
it.  likewise,  public  opinion  of  all  civilised  States  con- 
siders every  State  legally  bound  to  comply  with  the 
rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  not  taking  notice  of  the 
opinion  of  those  theorists  who  maintain  that  the  Law 
of  Nations  does  not  bear  the  character  of  real  law. 
And  the  different  States  not  only  recognise  the  rules 
of  International  Law  as  legally  binding  in  innume* 
rable  treaties  and  emphasise  every  day  the  fact  that 
there  is  a  law  between  themselves.  They  moreover 
recognise  this  law  by  their  Municipal  Laws  ordering 
their  officials,  their  civil  and  criminal  courts,  and 
their  subjects  to  take  up  such  an  attitude  as  is  in 
conformity  with  the  duties  imposed  upon  their  Sove- 
reign by  the  Law  of  Nations.  If  a  violation  of  the 
Law  of  Nations  occurs  on  the  part  of  an  individual 
State,  public  opinion  of  the  civilised  world,  as  well 
as  the  Governments  of  other  States,  stigmatise  such 
violation  as  a  violation  of  law  pure  and  simple. 
And  countless  treaties  concerning  trade,  navigation, 
post,  telegraphy,  copyright,  extradition,  and  many 
other  objects  exist  between  civilised  States,  which 
treaties  altogether  rest  on  the  existence  of  a  law 
between  the  States,  presuppose  such  a  law,  and  con- 
tribute through  their  very  existence  to  the  develop- 
ment and  the  growth  of  such  a  law. 

Violations  of  this  law  are  certainly  frequent.  But 
the  violators  always  try  to  prove  that  their  acts  do 
not  contain  a  violation,  and  that  they  have  a  right  to 
act  as  they  do  according  to  the  Law  of  Nations, 
or  at  least  that  no  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  is 
against  their  acts.  Has  ever  a  State  confessed  that  it 
was  going  to  break  the  Law  of  Nations  or  that  it 
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ever  did  so  ?  The  fact  is  that  States,  in  breaking 
the  Law  of  Nations,  never  deny  its  existence,  but 
recognise  its  existence  through  the  endeavour  to 
interpret  the  Law  of  Nations  in  such  a  way  as  is 
favourable  to  their  act. 


n 

Basis  of  the  Law  of  Nations 

§  II.  If  law  is,  as  defined  above  (§  5),  a  body  of  Oomiium 
rules  for  human  conduct  within  a  community  which  the  Buia 
by  common  consent  of  this  community  shall  be  en-  ^  ^^' 
forced  through  external  power,  common  consent  is 
the  basis  of  all  law.  What,  now,  does  the  term 
^  common  consent "  mean  ?  If  it  meant  that  all  the 
individuals  who  are  members  of  a  community  must 
at  every  moment  of  their  existence  expressly  consent 
to  eveiy  point  of  law,  such  common  consent  would 
never  be  a  fact.  The  individuals,  who  are  the 
members  of  a  community,  are  successively  bom  into 
it,  grow  into  it  together  with  the  growth  of  their 
intellect  during  adolescence,  and  die  away  successively 
to  make  room  for  others.  The  community  remains 
unaltered,  although  a  constant  change  takes  place  in 
its  members.  ^'  Common  consent ''  can  therefore  only 
mean  the  express  or  tacit  consent  of  such  an  over- 
whelming majority  of  the  members  that  those  who 
dissent  are  of  no  importance  whatever  and  disappear 
totally  from  the  view  of  one  who  looks  for  the  will 
of  the  community  as  an  entity  in  contradistinction 
to  its  single  members.  The  question  where  such  a 
common  consent  is  to  be  stated,  is  not  a  question  of 
theory,  but  of  fact  only.  It  is  a  matter  of  observa- 
tion and  appreciation,  and  not  of  logical  and  mathe- 
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matical  decision,  just  as  the  celebrated  question, 
how  many  grains  make  a  heap  ?    Those  l^al  rules 
which  come  down  from  ancestors  to  their  desc^idants 
remain  law  so  long  only  as  they  are  supported  by 
common  consent  of  these  descendants.    New  rules 
can  only  become  law  if  they  find  common  consent 
on  the  part  of  those  who  constitute  the  community 
at  the  time.    It  is  for  that  reason  that  custom  is  at 
the  background  of  all  law,  whether  written  or  un- 
written. 
CQnmum        §  12.  What  has  been  stated  with  res^ard  to  law 
of  the       pure  and  simple  applies  also  to  the  Law  of  Nations. 
NiSraa^  However,  the  community  for  which  this  Law  of 
iheBMis   Nations  is  authoritative  consists  not  of  individual 
natioiua     humau  beings,  but  of  individual  States.    And  where- 
^^'        as  in  communities  consisting  of  individual  human 
beings  there  is  a  constant  and  gradual  change  of 
the  members  through  birth,  death,  emigration,  and 
immigration,  the  Family  of  Nations  is  a  community 
within  which  no  such  constant  change  takes  place, 
although  now  and  then  a  member  disappears  and 
a  new  member    steps    in.     The  members  of   the 
Family  of  Nations  are  therefore  not  bom  into  that 
community  and  they  do  not  grow  into  it.    New 
members  are  simply  received  into  it  through  express 
or  tacit  recognition.    It  is  therefore  necessary  to 
scrutinise  more  closely  the  common  consent  of  the 
States,  which  is  the  basis  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 
The   customary  rules  of   this  law  have    grown 
J     up  by  common  consent  of  the  States — ^that  is,  the 
different  States  have  acted  in  such  a  manner  as 
includes  their  tacit  consent  to  these  rules.    As  far 
as  the  process  of  the  growth  of  a  usage  and  its 
turning  into  a  custom  can  be  traced  back,  customary 
rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations  came  into  existence 
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in  the  following  way.  The  intercourse  of  States 
with  each  other  necessitated  some  rules  of  inter- 
national conduct.  Single  usages,  therefore,  gradually 
grew  up,  the  different  States  acting  in  the  same  or  in 
a  similar  way  when  an  occasion  arose.  As  some 
rules  of  international  conduct  were  from  the  end  of 
the  Middle  Ages  urgently  wanted,  the  theory  of  the 
Law  of  Nations  prepared  the  ground  for  their  growth 
by  constructing  certain  rules  on  the  basis  of  reUgious, 
moral,  rational,  and  historical  reflections.  Hugo 
Grotius's  work,  "De  jure  belli  ac  pacis  Ubri  III"  (1625), 
offered  a  systematised  body  of  rules,  which  recom- 
mended themselves  so  much  to  the  needs  and  wants 
of  the  time  that  they  became  the  basis  of  the  following 
development.  Without  the  conviction  of  the  Govern- 
ments and  of  public  opinion  of  the  civilised  States 
that  there  ought  to  be  legally  binding  rules  for 
international  conduct,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  without  the  pressure  exercised  upon  the 
States  by  their  interests  and  the  necessity  for  the 
growth  of  such  rules,  the  latter  would  never  have 
growQ  up.  When  afterwards  it  became  apparent 
that  customs  and  usages  alone  were  not  sufficient 
or  not  sufficiently  clear,  new  rules  were  created 
through  treaties  being  concluded  which  laid  down 
rules  for  future  international  conduct.  Thus  con- 
ventional rules  gradually  grew  up  side  by  side  with 
customary  rules. 

New  States  which  came  into  existence  and  were 
through  express  or  tacit  recognition  admitted  into 
the  Family  of  Nations  thereby  consented  to  the 
body  of  rules  for  international  conduct  in  existence 
at  ^e  time  of  their  admittance.  It  is  therefore  not 
necessary  to  prove  for  every  single  rule  of  Inter- 
national Law  that  every  single  member  of  the  Family 

VOL.  I.  0 
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of  Nations  consented  to  it.  No  single  State  can  say 
on  its  admittance  into  the  Family  of  Nations  that 
it  desires  to  be  subjected  to  such  and  such  a  rule  of 
International  Law,  and  not  to  others.  The  admit- 
tance includes  the  duty  to  submit  to  all  the  existing 
rules,  with  the  only  exception  of  those  which,  such 
as  the  rules  of  the  Geneva  Convention  for  instance, 
are  specially  stipulated  for  such  States  only  as  have 
concluded  or  later  on  acceded  to  a  certain  inter- 
national treaty  containing  the  respective  rules. 

On  the  other  hand,  no  State  which  is  a  member 
of  the  Family  of  Nations  can  at  some  time  or 
another  declare  that  it  will  in  future  no  longer 
submit  to  a  certain  recognised  rule  of  the  Law  of 
Nations.  The  body  of  the  rules  of  this  law  can  be 
altered  by  common  consent  only,  not  by  a  unilateral 
declaration  on  the  part  of  one  State.  This  applies 
not  only  to  customary  rules,  but  also  to  such  con- 
ventional rules  as  have  been  called  into  existence 
through  a  treaty  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a 
permanent  mode  of  future  international  conduct 
without  a  right  of  the  signatory  powers  to  give 
notice  of  withdrawal.  It  would,  for  instance,  be  a 
violation  of  International  Law  on  the  part  of  a 
signatory  Power  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris  of  1856 
to  declare  that  it  would  cease  to  be  a  party.  But 
it  must  be  emphasised  that  this  does  not  apply  to 
such  conventional  rales  as  are  stipulated  by  a  treaty 
which  expressly  reserves  the  right  to  the  signatory 
Powers  to  give  notice. 
States  the  §  13*  Since  the  Law  of  Nations  is  based  on  the 
SiSSlLw  common  consent  of  individual  States,  and  not  of 
of  Nations,  individual  human  beings.  States  solely  and  exclusively 
are  the  subjects  of  International  Law.  This  means 
that  the  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law  for  the  international 
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conduct  of  States,  and  not  of  their  citizens.  Subjects 
of  the  rights  and  duties  arising  from  the  Law  of 
Nations  are  States  solely  and  exclusively.  An  in- 
dividual human  being,  such  as  a  king  or  an  ambas* 
sador  for  example,  is  never  directly  a  subject  of  Inter- 
national Law.  Therefore,  all  rights  which  might 
necessarily  be  granted  to  an  individual  human  being 
according  to  the  Law  of  Nations  are  not  inter- 
national rights,  but  rights  granted  by  Municipal  Law 
in  accordance  with  a  duty  imposed  upon  the  respec- 
tive State  by  International  Law.  Likewise,  all  duties 
which  might  necessarily  be  imposed  upon  individual 
human  beings  according  to  the  Law  of  Nations  are  not 
international  duties,  but  duties  imposed  by  Municipal 
Law  in  accordance  with  a  right  granted  to  or  a  duty  im- 
posed upon  the  respective  State  by  International  Law. 
Thus  the  privileges  of  an  ambassador  are  granted  to 
him  by  the  Municipal  Law  of  the  State  to  which  he 
is  accredited,  but  such  State  has  the  duty  to  grant 
these  privileges  according  to  International  Law. 
Thus,  further,  the  duties  incumbent  upon  officials 
and  subjects  of  neutral  States  in  time  of  war  are 
imposed  upon  them  by  the  Municipal  Law  of  their 
home  States,  but  these  States  have,  according  to  Inter- 
national Law,  the  duty  of  imposing  the  respective 
duties  upon  their  officials  and  citizens.^ 

§  14.  Since  the  Law  of  Nations  is  based  on  the  EqnaUty 
common  consent  of  States  as  sovereign  communities,  ^  ^^ 
the  member  States  of  the  Family  of  Nations  are  equal  ^\J^ 
to  each  other    as  subjects    of  International  Law.  natioiiai 

••  Law. 

^  The  importaiiee  of  the  feust  It  should,  however,  akeady   be 

that  >iih|  eoto  of  the  Law  of  Natione  mentioned  here  that  this  assertion 

are  States  exoliuiyely  is  so  great  is  even  nowadays  still  sometimes 

that  I  consider  it  necessary  to  contradicted;    see,  for   instance, 

emphasise   it   again   and    again  Kaufmann,  Die  Beohtskraft  des 

tfaron^oat  this  book.     See,  for  Intemationalen     Bechts    (1899), 

instance,  below,  SS  289,  344,  384.  j^oMtm. 

o2 
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States  are  by  their  nature  certainly  not  equal  as 
regards  power,  extent,  constitution,  and  the  like.  But 
as  members  of  the  community  of  nations  they  are 
equals,  whatever  differences  between  them  may  other- 
wise exist.  This  is  a  consequence  of  their  sovereignty 
and  of  the  fact  that  the  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law 
between,  not  above,  the  States.^ 


m 
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Hall,  pp.  5-14 — Maine,  pp.  1-25 — Lawrence,  §$  61-66 — Phillimore,  I. 
SS  17-33— TwisB,  I.  §J  82-103— Taylor,  JJ  30-36— Westiake,  I. 
pp.  14-19 — ^Wheaton,  J  15 — ^Halleek,  I.  pp.  55-64 — UUmann,  J  7 — 
Heffter,  S  3 — Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  I.  pp.  79-158 — ^Bivier, 
I.  J  2— Nys,  I.  pp.  144-165— Bonfils,  Nob.  45-63— Pradier-Fod^r*,  I. 
Nob.  24-35— MartenB,  !•  5  43— Fiore,  I.  Nob.  224-238— Calvo,  I. 
SS  '^1-Z^ — ^Bergbohm,  "  StaatsTertr&ge  and  G^setze  als  Qnellen  des 
Vdlkeirechts  "  (1877)— Jellinek,  <'  Die  rechtUohe  Natur  der  Staats- 
vertrftge  "  (1880). 

Sonne  in  §  1 5.  The  different  writers  on  the  Law  of  Nations 
tincSwQto  disagree  widely  with  regard  to  kinds  and  numbers 
^"*®-  of  sources  of  this  law.  The  fact  is  that  the  term 
^^  source  of  law  "  is  made  use  of  in  different  meanings 
by  the  different  writers  on  International  Law.  It 
seems  to  me  that  most  writers  confound  the  concep- 
tion of  **  source  "  with  that  of  "  cause,"  and  through 
this  mistake  come  to  a  standpoint  from  which  certain 
factors  which  influence  the  growth  of  International 
Law  appear  as  sources  of  rules  of  the  Law  of 
Nations.  This  mistake  can  be  avoided  by  going 
back  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  source  "  in  general. 
Source  means  a  spring  or  well,  and  has  to  be  defined 

^  See  below,  %%  11 5-1 16,  where  it  will  also  be  shown  that  no(-fall 

the  legal  equality  of   States   in  Sovereign  States  are  not  equals  to 

oontradistinction  to  their  political  foil  Sovereign  States. 
inequiJUy  is  disonssed,  and  where 
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as  the  rising  from  the  ground  of  a  stream  of  water. 
When  we  see  a  stream  of  water  and  want  to  know 
whence  it  comes,  we  follow  the  stream  upwards 
until  we  come  to  the  spot  where  it  rises  naturally 
from  the  ground.  .  On  that  spot,  we  say,  is  the  source 
of  the  stream  of  water.  We  know  very  well  that 
this  source  is  not  the  cause  of  the  existence  of  the 
stream  of  water.  Source  signifies  only  the  natural 
rising  of  water  from  a  certain  spot  of  the  ground, 
whatever  natural  causes  there  may  be  for  that  rising. 
If  we  apply  the  conception  of  source  in  this  meaning 
to  the  term  "  source  of  law,"  the  confusion  of  source 
with  cause  cannot  arise.  Just  as  we  see  streams  of 
water  running  over  the  surface  of  the  earth,  so  we 
see,  as  it  were,  streams  of  rules  running  over  the 
area  of  law.  And  if  we  want  to  know  whence 
these  rules  come,  we  have  to  follow  these  streams 
upwards  until  we  come  to  their  beginning.  Where 
we  find  that  such  rules  rise  into  existence,  there 
is  the  source  of  them.  Of  course,  rules  of  law  do 
not  rise  from  a  spot  on  the  ground  as  water  does ; 
they  rise  from  facts  in  the  historical  development  of  a 
community.  Thus  in  this  country  a  good  many  rules 
of  law  rise  every  year  from  the  Acts  of  Parliament. 
"Source  of  Law"  is  therefore  the  name  for  an 
historical  fact  out  of  which  rules  of  conduct  rise  into 
existence  and  legal  force. 

§  (i6.  As  the  basis  of  the  Law  of  Nations  is  the  The  two 
common  consent  of  the  member  States  of  the  Family  ^^^  ®' 
of  Nations,  it  is  evident  that  there  must  exist,  and  can  national 
only  exist,  as  many  sources  of  Liternational  Law  as 
there  are  facts  through  which  such  a  common  con- 
sent can  possibly  come  into  existence.     Of  such  facts 
there  are  only  two.    A  State  may,  just  as  an  indi- 
vidual, give  its  consent  either  directly  by  an  expresH 
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declaration  or  tacitly  by  conduct  which  it  would  not 
follow  in  case  it  did  not  consent.  The  sources  of 
International  Law  are  therefore  twofold — ^namely: 
(i)  express  consent,  which  is  given  when  States  con- 
clude a  treaty  stipulating  certain  rules  for  the  future 
international  conduct  of  the  parties;  (2)  tacit  consent, 
which  is  given  through  States  having  adopted  the 
custom  of  submitting  to  certain  rules  of  international 
conduct.  Treaties  and  custom  are,  therefore,  ex- 
clusively ^  the  sources  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 
Ciutoiiiiii  §  17.  Custom  is  the  older  and  the  original  source 
tinetion  to  of  International  Law  in  particular  as  well  as  of  law 
UiHpe-  in  general.  Custom  must  not  be  confounded  with 
usage.  In  every-day  life  and  language  both  terms 
are  used  synonymously,  but  in  the  language  of  the 
jurist  they  have  two  distinctly  different  meanings. 
Jurists  speak  of  a  custom,  when  a  clear  and  con- 
tinuous habit  of  doing  certain  actions  has  grown  up 
under  the  segis  of  the  conviction  that  these  actions 
are  legally  necessary  or  legally  right.  On  the  other 
hand,  jurists  speak  of  a  usage,  when  a  habit  of  doing 
certain  actions  has  grown  up  without  there  being  the 
conviction  of  their  legal  character.  Thus  the  term 
"  custom  "  is  in  juristic  language  a  narrower  concep- 
tion than  the  term  ''usage,''  as  a  certain  conduct 
may  be  usual  without  being  customary.  A  certwi 
conduct  of  States  concerning  their  international 
relations  may  therefore  be  usual  without  being  the 
outcome  of  customary  International  Law. 

As  usages  have  a  tendency  to  become  custom,  the 
question  presents  itself,  at  what  time  a  usage  turns 

^  Wenilake,  I.  p.  i5»  states  ens-  agree  to  reason  being  a  source, 

torn  and  reason  to  oe  ilie  sonroes  of  Beason  is  a  means  of  mterpreting 

International  Law.    Why  he  does  law,  but  it  cannot  call  law  into 

not  recognise  treaties  as  a  sonroe,  existence. 
I  cannot  nnderstand,  and  I  cannot 
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into  a  custom.  This  question  is  one  of  fact,  not  of 
theory.  All  that  theory  can  point  out  is  this : 
Wherever  and  as  soon  as  a  certain  frequently  adopted , 
international  conduct  of  States  is  considered  legally 
necessary  or  legally  right,  the  rule,  which  may  bej 
abstracted  ^m  such  conduct,  is  a  rule  of  customary! 
International  Law. 

§  1 8.  Treaties  are  the  second  source  of  Inter-  Treaties 
national  Law,  and  a  source  which  has  of  late  become  of  inter- 
of  the  greatest  importance.  As  treaties  may  be  i^^ 
concluded  for  innumerable  purposes,^  it  is  necessary 
to  emphasise  that  such  treaties  only  are  a  source  of 
International  Law  as  either  stipulate  new  rules  for 
future  international  conduct  or  confirm,  define,  or 
abolish  existing  customary  rules.  Such  treaties  must 
be  called  law-making  treaties.  Since  the  Family  of 
Nations  is  no  organised  body,  there  is  no  central 
authority  which  could  make  law  for  that  body  as 
Parliaments  make  law  by  statutes  within  the  States. 
The  only  way  in  which  International  Law  can  be 
made  by  a  deliberate  act,  in  contradistinction  to 
custom,  is  that  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations 
conclude  treaties  in  which  certain  rules  for  their 
future  conduct  are  stipulated.  Of  course,  such  law- 
makmg  treaties  create  law  for  the  contracting  parties 
solely.  Their  law  is  universal  International  Law  onl}; 
then,  when  all  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations 
are  parties  to  them.  Many  law-making  treaties  are 
concluded  by  a  few  States  only,  so  that  the  law 
which  they  create  is  particular  International  Law. 
On  the  other  hand,  there  have  been  many  law-making 
treaties  concluded  which  contain  general  Inter- 
national Law,  because  the  majority  of  States,  includ- 
ing leading  Powers,  are  parties  to  them.    General 

^  See  below,  $  492< 


24         FOUNDATION  OF  THE  LAW  OF  NATIONS 

International  Law  has  a  tendency  to  become  universal 
because  such  States  as  hitherto  did  not  consent  to 
it  will  in  future  either  espressly  give  their  consent  or 
recognise  the  respective  rules  tacitly  through  custom.^ 
But  it  must  be  emphasised  that,  whereas  custom  is 
the  original  source  of  International  Law,  treaties 
are  a  source  the  power  of  which  derives  from 
custom.  For  the  fact  that  treaties  can  stipulate 
rules  of  international  conduct  at  all  is  based  on  the 
customary  rule  of  the  Law  of  If  ations,  that  treaties 
are  binding  upon  the  contracting  parties.^ 
Faaton  §  19*  v^Thus    custom    and    treaties    are  the    two 

Sttgthe  exclusive^ sources  of  the  Law  of  Nations.)  When 
^^^  ®'  writers  on  International  Law  frequently  enumerate 
national  Other  souTces  besides  custom  and  treaties,  they  con- 
found the  term  "source"  with  that  of  "cause" 
by  calling  sources  of  International  Law  such  factors 
as  influence  the  gradual  growth  of  new  rules  of 
International  Law  without,  however,  being  the  his- 
torical facts  out  of  which  these  rules  receive  their 
legal  force.  Important  factors  of  this  kind  are: 
Opinions  of  famous  writers  on  International  Law, 
decisions  of  prize  courts,  arbitral  awards,  instructions 
issued  by  the  different  States  for  the  guidance  of  their 
diplomatic  and  other  organs.  State  Papers  concerning 
ibreign  politics,  certain  Municipal  Laws,  decisions  of 
Municipal  Courts.  All  these  and  other  factors  may 
influence  the  growth  of  International  Law  either  by 
creating  usages  which  gradually  turn  into  custom,  or 
by  inducing  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  to 
conclude  such  treaties  as  stipulate  legal  rules  for 
friture  international  conduct. 

A  factor  of  a  special  kind  which  also  influences  the 

>  Law-maiking  treaties  of  world-    below,  $$  556-568. 
wide  importance  are  enumerated        '  See  belowi  $  493. 


SOURCES  OF  THE  LAW  OF  NATIONS  25 

growth  of  International  Law  is  the  so-called  Comity  Oomiij  of 
{Comitaa  Gentium^  Convenance  et  Courtaisie  Inter- 
natumale^  Staatengumt).  In  their  intercourse  with 
one  another.  States  do  observe  not  only  legally  binding 
rules  and  such  rules  as  have  the  character  of  usages, 
but  also  rules  of  politeness,  convenience,  and  good- 
will. Such  rules  of  international  conduct  are  no 
rules  of  law,  but  of  comity.  The  Comity  of  Nations 
is  certainly  not  a  source  of  International  Law,  as  it 
is  distinctly  the  contrast  to  the  Law  of  Nations.  But 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  many  a  rule  which  formerly 
was  a  rule  of  International  Comity  only  is  nowadays 
a  rule  of  International  Law.  And  it  is  certainly  to 
be  expected  that  this  development  will  go  on  in  future 
also,  and  that  thereby  many  a  rule  of  present 
International  Comity  vdll  in  future  become  one  of 
International  Law. 


IV 

Belations  between  International  and 

Municipal  Law. 

Holtzendorfif  in  Holtzendorfif,  pp.  49-53,  117-120— Nys,  I.  pp.  185-189 
— ^Taylor,  S  103 — ^Holland,  Siudies,  pp.  176-200 — Eanfouum, 
"  Die  Beohtskraft  doB  iniemationalen  Bechts  "  (1899) — Triepel, 
<*  Volkerrecht  und  Landesreoht "  (1899). 

§  20.  The  Law  of  Nations  and  the  Municipal  Law  Essential 
of  the  single  States  are  essentially  different  from  each  SJ[^^ 
other.    They  differ,  first,  as  regards  their  sources.  ^*?'" 
Sources  .  of  Municipal  Law  are  custom  grown  up  and  Muni- 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  respective  State  and  °'P*^^*^- 
statutes  enacted  by  the  law-giving  authority.    Sources 
of  Liternational  Law  are  custom  grown  up  within 
the  Family  of  Nations  and  law-making  treaties  con- 
cluded by  the  members  of  that  family. 
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The  Law  of  Nations  and  Municipal  Law  differ, 
secondly,  regarding  the  relations  they  regulate. 
Municipal  Law  regulates  relations  between  the  indi- 
viduals under  the  sway  of  the  respective  State  and 
the  relations  between  this  State  and  the  respective 
individuals.  International  Law,  on  the  other  hand, 
regulates  relations  between  the  member  States  of  the 
Family  of  Nations. 

The  Law  of  Nations  and  Municipal  Law  differ,  thirdly, 
with  regard  to  the  substance  of  their  law :  whereas 
Municipal  Law  is  a  law  of  a  Sovereign  over  indi- 
viduals subjected  to  his  sway,  the  Law  of  Nations 
is  a  law  not  above,  but  between  Sovereign  States, 
and  therefore  a  weaker  law.^ 
Law  of  §  2 1 .  If  the  Law  of  Nations  and  Municipal  Law  differ 

nS^uper  ^  demonstrated,  the  Law  of  Nations  can  neither  as  a 
dDtOLaw  ^^^y  ^^^  ^^  parts  be  per  se  a  part  of  Municipal  Law. 
Just  as  Municipal  Law  lacks  the  power  of  altering  or 
creating  rules  of  International  Law,  so  the  latter  lacks 
absolutely  the  power  of  altering  or  creating  rules  of 
I  Municipal  Law.  If,  according  to  the  Municipal  Law 
of  an  individual  State,  the  Law  of  Nations  as  a  body 
or  in  parts  is  considered  the  law  of  the  land,  this  can 
only  be  so  either  by  municipal  custom  or  by  statute, 
and  then  the  respective  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations 
have  by  adoption  ^  become  at  the  same  time  rules  of 
Municipal  Law.  Wherever  and  whenever  such  total 
or  partial  adoption  has  not  taken  place,  municipal 
courts  cannot  be  considered  to  be  bound  by  Inter- 
national Law,  because  it  has,  per  se,  no  power  over 
municipal  courts.  And  if  it  happens  that  a  rule  of 
Municipal  Law  is  in  an  indubitable  conflict  with  a  rule 

^  See  above,  $9-  Smith,    5    Wheaton,    153;    The 

3  This  has  been  done  by  the  Scotia,    14   Wallace,    170;    The 

United  States.    See  The  Nereide,  Paqnette    Habana,    175    United 

9  Cranch,  388 ;   United  States  v.  States,  677*  See  also  Taylor,  S  103 
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of  the  Law  of  Nations,  municipal  courts  must  apply  the 
former.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  a  rule  of  die  Law 
of  Nations  regulates  a  fact  without  conflicting  with, 
but  without  expressly  or  tacitly  being  adopted  by 
Municipal  Law,  municipal  courts  cannot  apply  such 
rale  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 

§  22.  K  Municipal  Courts  cannot  apply  unadopted  Certain 
rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  and  must  apply  even  Mcmidpai 
such  rules  of  Municipal  Law  as  conflict  with  the  Law  Jjj^^Sed 
of  Nations,  it  is  evident  that  the  different  States,  in  or  inter, 
order  to  fulfil  their  international  obligations,  must 
possess  certain  rules,  and  must  not  have  certain 
other  rules  as  part  of  their  Municipal  Law.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  enumerate  all  the  rules  of  Municipal 
Law  which  a  State  must  possess,  and  all  those  rules 
it  must  not  have.  It  suffices  to  give  some  illustrative 
examples.  Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  the  Municipal 
Law  of  every  State  must,  for  instance,  possess  rules 
granting  the  necessary  privileges  to  foreign  diplomatic 
envoys,  protecting  the  life  and  liberty  of  foreign 
citizens  residing  on  its  territory,  threatening  punish- 
ment for  certain  acts  committed  on  its  territory  in 
violation  of  a  foreign  State.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Municipal  Law  of  every  State  is  prevented  by  the 
Law  of  Nations  from  having  rules,  for  instance,  con- 
flicting with  the  freedom  of  the  high  seas,  or  pro- 
hibiting the  innocent  passage  of  foreign  merchantmen 
through  its  maritime  belt,  or  refusing  justice  to  . 
foreign  residents  with  regard  to  injuries  committed 
on  its  territory  to  their  lives,  liberty,  and  property 
by  its  own  citizens.  If  a  State  does  nevertheless 
possess  such  rules  of  Municipal  Law  as  it  is  prevented 
from  having  by  the  Law  of  Nations,  or  if  it  does  not 
possess  such  Municipal  rules  as  it  must  have  accord- 
ing to  the  Law  of  Nations,  it  violates  an  international 
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legal  duty,  but  its  courts  cannot  by  themselves  alter 
the  Municipal  Law  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
Law  of  Nations, 
^rowmip-  §  23.  However,  although  Municipal  Courts  must 
■gaingt  &pply  Municipal  Law  even  if  conflicting  with  the 
225UJ^  Law  of  Nations,  there  is  a  presumption  against  the 
in*»-  existence  of  such  a  conflict.  As  the  Law  of  Nations 
andjfimi.  is  based  upon  the  common  consent  of  the  different 
oipal  Law.  q^^^q^^  jj  jg  improbable  that  a  civilised  State  should 

intentionally  enact  a  rule  that  conflicts  with  the  Law 
of  Nations.    A  part  of  Municipal  Law,  which  osten- 
sibly seems  to  conflict  with  the  Law  of  Nations,  must, 
therefore,  if  possible,  always  be  so  interpreted  as 
essentially  not  containing  such  conflict, 
prflsmnp.         §  24.  In  case  of  a  gap  in  the  statutes  of  a  civilised 
E^stoLee  State  regarding  certain  rules  necessitated  by  the  Law 
^^2^   ^^  Nations,  such  rules  ought  to  be  presumed  by  the 


Monioipai  Courts  to  have  been  tacitly  adopted  by  such  Muni- 
cipal Law.     It  may  be  taken  for  granted  that  a  State 
which  is  a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations  does  not 
intentionally  want  its  Municipal  Law  to  be  deficient  in 
such  rules.    If,  for  instance,  the  Municipal  Law  of 
a  State  does  not  by  a  statute  grant  the  necessary 
privileges  to  diplomatic  envoys,  the  courts  ought  to 
presume  that  such  privileges  are  tacitly  granted. 
Preramp-       §  25.  There  is  no  doubt  that  a  State  need  not 
EdBtanoe  i^a^e  use  of  all  the  rights  it  has  by  the  Law  of 
Mc^^  Nations,  and  that,  consequently,  every  State  can  by 
Bales  in     its  laws  exprcssly  renounce  the  whole  or  partial  use 
lomity      of  such  rights,  provided  always  it  is  ready  to  fulfil 
2g^jg       such  duties,  if  any,  as  are  connected  with  these  rights, 
granted  by  However,  when    no   such   renunciation  has  taken 
Nations,     place.  Municipal  Courts  ought,  in  case  the  interests 
of  justice  demand  it,  to  presume  that  their  Sovereign 
has  tacitly  consented  to  make  use  of  such  rights. 


oonia." 
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If,  for  instance,  the  Municipal  Law  of  a  State  does 
not  by  a  statute  extend  its  jurisdiction  over  its 
maritime  belt,  its  courts  ought  to  presume  that> 
since  by  the  Law  of  Nations  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
State  does  extend  over  its  maritime  belt,  their  Sove- 
reign has  tacitly  consented  to  that  wider  range  of  its 
jurisdiction. 

A  remarkable  case  illustrating  this  happened  in  Oua 
this  country  in  1 876.  The  German  vessel  "IVanconia,'*  «•  Fna- 
while  passing  through  the  British  maritune  belt 
within  three  miles  of  Dover,  negligently  ran  into  the 
British  vessel  '' Strathclyde,''  and  sank  her.  As  a 
passenger  on  board  the  latter  was  thereby  drowned, 
the  commander  of  the  ^^  Franconia,''  the  German  Keyn, 
was  indicted  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  and  found 
guilty  of  manslaughter.  The  Court  for  Crown  Cases 
Beserved,  however,  to  which  the  Central  Criminal 
Court  referred  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  held  by  a 
majority  of  one  judge  that,  according  to  the  law  of 
the  land,  English  courts  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
crimes  committed  in  the  English  maritime  belt. 
Keyn  was  therefore  not  punished.^  To  provide  for 
future  cases  of  such  kind.  Parliament  passed,  in  1878, 
the  **  Territorial  Waters  Jurisdiction  Act."  ^ 

'  L.B,    2   Ex.  DiT.  63.     See  diction  over  foreign  veaselB  ihftt 

Fhillimore,  L  S  198  B;    Maine,  merely  pass  through  its  maritime 

PP*  39-45-    Bee  aUo  below,  S  189,  belt, 

where  the  eontroverBy  is  disonBsed  '  41  and  42  Vict.  c.  73. 
whether  a  riparian  State  has  juris- 
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V 

Dominion  op  the  Law  op  Nations 

Lawrence,  S  44—^1^1111010^,  I.  $S  27-33— Twiss,  L  $  62— Taylor. 
SS  61-4— Wesdake,  L  p.  40— Bluntsehli,  K  1-16— He£fter,  S  7— 
Hdtaencknff  in  Hdtaendorfi;  pp.  13-18— NyB,  J.  pp.  1 16-132— 
Bivier,  L  S  i— Bonflle,  Noe.  40-45— Marfcens,  L  $  41. 

Bange  of        §  26.  Dominion  of  the  Law  of  Nations  is  the  name 
^iDto^  given  to  the  area  within  which  International  Law  is 
national     applicable — ^that    is,    those    States  between    which 
trorersiai.  International  Law  finds  validity.    The  range  of  the 
dominion  of  the  Law  of  Nations  is  controversial,  two 
extreme  opinions  concermng  this  dominion  bemg  op- 
posed.    Some  publicists  ^  maintain  that  the  dominion 
/    of  the  Law  of  Nations  extends  as  far  as  humanity 
itself,  that  every  State,  whether  Christian  or  non- 
Christian,  civilised  or  uncivilised,  is  a  subject  of  In- 
ternational Law.     On  the  other  hand,  several  jurists  ^ 
^  teach  that  the  dominion  of  the  Law  of  Nations  ex- 
tends only  as  far  as  Christian  civilisation,  and  that 
Christian  States  only  are  subjects  of  International 
Law.    Neither  of  these  opinions  would  seem  to  be  in 
conformity  with  the  facts  of  the  present  international 
life  and  the  basis  of  the  Law  of  Nations.    There  is 
no  doubt  that  the  Law  of  Nations  is  a  product  of 
Christian  civilisation.      It  originally  arose  between 
the  States  of  Christendom  only,  and  for  hundreds  of 
years  was  confined  to  these  States.    Between  Christian 
and  Mohammedan  nations  a  condition  of  perpetual 
enmity  prevailed  in  former  centuries.    And  no  con- 
stant intercourse  existed  in  former  times  between 
Christian  and  Buddhistic  States.    But  from  about 

^  See,  for  instanoe,  BlnntBchli,  {  8. 
'  See,  for  instance,  Martens,  $  41. 
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the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth  century  matters 
gradually  changed.  A  condition  of  perpetual  enmity 
between  whole  groups  of  nations  exists  no  longer 
either  in  theory  or  in  practice.  And  although  there 
is  still  a  broad  and  deep  gulf  between  Christian 
civilisation  and  others,  many  interests,  which  knit 
Christian  States  together,  knit  likewise  some  non- 
Christian  and  Christian  States. 

§  27.  Thus    the  membership  of   the  Family  of  Three 
Nations  has  of  late  necessarily  been  increased  and  the  ^^' 
range  of  the  dominion  of  the  Law  of  Nations  has  ex-  ^J^' 
tended  beyond  its  orifidual  limits.     This  extension  the 
has  taken  place  in  conformity  with  the  basis  of  the  Nations 
Law  of  Nations.    As  this  basis  is  the  common  con- 
sent of  the  civilised  States,  there  are  three  conditions  / 
for  the  admission  of  new  members  into  the  circle  I 
of  the  Family  of  Nations.    A  State  to  be  admitted 
must,  first,  be  a  civihsed  State  which  is  in  constant 
intercourse  with  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations. 
Such  State  must,  secondly,  expressly  or  tacitly  con- 
sent to  be  bound  for  its  future  international  conduct 
by  the  rules  of  International  Law.    And,  thirdly, 
those  States  which  have  hitherto  formed  the  Family 
of  Nations  must  expressly  or  tacitly  consent  to  the 
reception  of  the  new  member. 

The  last  two  conditions  are  so  obvious  that  they 
need  no  comment.  Begarding  the  jSrs^ondition^  ^ 
however,  it  must  be  emphasised  that  not  particularly 
Christian  civilisation,  but  civilisation  of  such  kind 
only  is  conditioned  as  to  enable  the  respective  State 
and  its  subjects  to  understand  and  to  act  in  con- 
formity with  the  principles  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 
These  principles  cannot  be  applied  to  a  State  which 
is  not  able  to  apply  them  on  its  own  part  to  other 
States.     On  the  odier  hand,  they  can  well  be  applied 
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to  a  State  which  is  able  and  willing  to  apply  them  to 

other  States,  provided  a  constant  intercourse  has 

grown  up  between  it  and  other  States.    The  fact  is 

that  the  Christian  States  have  been  of  late  obliged 

by  pressing  circumstances  to  receive  several  non- 

C9iristian  States  into  the  community  of  States  which 

are  subjects  of  International  Law. 

Pnseni  §  28.  The  present  range  of  the  dominion  of  Inter- 

S^§^[^on  national  Law  is  a  product  of  historical  development 

J*  *^®.      within  which  epochs  are  distinguishable  marked  by 

Nations,     successivc    entrances    ot    various    States    into    the 

Family  of  Nations. 

(i)  The  old  Christian  States  of  Europe  are  the 
/\  original  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  because 
the  Law  of  Nations  grew  up  gradually  between  them 
through  custom  and  treaties.  It  is  for  this  reason 
that  this  law  was  in  former  times  frequently  called 
'^  European  Law  of  Nations."  But  this  name  has 
nowadays  historical  value  only,  as  it  has  been 
changed  into  '^  Law  of  Nations "  or  ^'  International 
Law  "  pure  and  simple. 

(2)  The  next  group  of  States  which  entered  into 
the  Family  of  Nations  is  the  body  of  Christian 
States  which  grew  up  outside  Europe.  All  the 
American  States  which  arose  out  of  colonies  of 
European  States  belong  to  this  group.  And  it  must 
be  emphasised  that  the  United  States  of  America 
have  largely  contributed  to  the  growth  of  the  rules 
of  International  Law.  The  Christian  Negro  Bepublic 
of  Liberia  in  West  Africa  and  of  Haiti  on  the  island 
of  San  Domingo  belong  to  this  group. 

(3)  With  the  reception  of  the  Turkish  Empire 
into  the  Family  of  Nations  International  Law  ceased 
to  be  a  law  between  Christian  States  solely.  This 
reception  has  expressly  taken  place  through  Article  7 
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of  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Paris  of  1856,  in  which  the 
five  Ghreat  European  Powers  of  the  time,  namely, 
France,  Austria,  England,  Prussia,  and  Bussia,  and 
besides  those  Sardinia,  tibe  nucleus  of  the  future 
Qreat  Power  Italy,  expressly  *'  d^larent  la  Sublime 
Porte  admise  k  participer  auz  avantages  du  droit 
public  et  du  concert  europ^ns.'*  Since  that  time 
Turkey  has  on  the  whole  endeavoured  in  time  of 
peace  and  war  to  act  in  conformity  with  the  rules  of 
International  Law,  and  she  has,  on  the  other  hand, 
been  treated  accordingly  by  the  Christian  States. 
No  general  congress  has  taken  place  since  1 856  to 
which  Turkey  was  not  invited  to  send  her  delegates. 

(4)  Another  non-Christian  member  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  is  Japan.  Some  years  ago  one  might 
have  doubted  whether  Japan  was  a  real  and  full 
member  of  that  family,  but  since  the  end  of  the 
nineteenth  century  no  doubt  is  any  longer  justified. 
Through  marvellous  efforts,  Japan  has  become  not 
only  a  modem  State,  but  an  influential  Power. 
Since  her  war  with  China  in  1895,  she  must  be 
considered  one  of  the  Great  Powers  that  lead  the 
Family  of  Nations. 

(5)  The  position  of  such  States  as  Persia,  Siam, 
China,  Korea,  Abyssinia,  and  the  like,  is  doubtful. 
These  States  are  certainly  civilised  States,  and 
Abyssinia  is  even  a  Christian  State.  However,  their 
civilisation  has  not  yet  reached  that  condition  which 
is  necessary  to  enable  their  Oovemments  and  their 
population  in  every  respect  to  understand  and  to 
carry  out  the  command  of  the  rules  of  International 
Law.  On  the  other  hand,  international  intercourse  I  \/^ 
has  widely  arisen  between  these  States  and  the 
States  of  the  so-called  Western  civilisation.  Many  1 
treaties  have  been  concluded  with  them,  and  there    ^ 

VOL,  u  ]> 
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is  full  diplomatic  intercourse  between  them  and  the 
Western  States.  All  of  them  make  efforts  to  educate 
their  populations,  to  introduce  modem  institutions, 
and  to  raise  thereby  their  civilisation  to  the  level 
of  the  Western.  They  will  certainly  succeed  in  this 
regard  in  the  near  future.  But  as  yet  they  have 
not  accomplished  this  task,  and  consequently  they 
are  not  yet  able  to  be  received  as  full  members  into 
the  Family  of  Nations.  Although  they  are,  as  will 
be  shown  below  (§  103),  for  some  parts  within  the 
circle  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  they  remain  for 
other  parts  outside.  But  the  example  of  Japan  can 
show  them  that  it  depends  entirely  upon  their  own 
efforts  to  be  received  as  full  members  into  that 
family. 

(6)  It   must  be  mentioned  that  a  State  of  quite 
a  unique  character,  the  Congo  Free  State,^  is,  since 
the  Berlin  Conference  of   1884,  a  member  of  the 
Family  of  Nations. 
Traatment      §  29.  The  Law  of  Nations  as  a  law  between  States 
ontdcia      based  on  the  common  consent  of  the  members  of 
S^yof  *^^  Family  of  Nations  naturally  does  not  contain 
Nations,     any  rules  concerning  the  intercourse  with  and  treat- 
ment of  such  States  as  are  outside  that  circle.    That 
this  intercourse  and  treatment  ought  to  be  regulated 
by  the  principles  of  Christian  morality  is  obvious. 
But  actually  a  practice  frequently  prevails  which 
is  not    only  contrary  to  Christian    morality,   but 
arbitrary  and  barbarous.     Be  that  as  it  may,  it  is 
discretion,  and  not    International  Law,  according 
^      to  which  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations 
deal  with  such  States  as  still  remain  outside  that 
family. 

^  See  below,  $  loi. 
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VI 

Codification  of  thb  Law  of  Nations 

Holtaeiickirff  in  Holftsendorffi  pp.  136-152— UUmann,  S  9 — Despagnet, 
N08.  67-68— Nyi,  I.  pp.  166-183— Bivier,  I.  S  2— Fiore,  L  Nob. 
124-127— MartenBy  L  S  44— HoUand«  StodieB,  pp.  78-95— Berg, 
bohm,  ^  StaatorerMge  nnd  Gefletze  all  QaeDfin  dea  V^erreohto  " 
(1877),  pp.  44-77 — ^Bulmerinoq,  '<  Pnizis,  Theorie,  und  Codifioatioii 
dee  Vdlkerreohis  "  (1874)— Boazkoweki  in  B.  L  XXI.  (1889),  p.  520. 

§  30.  The  lack  of  precision  which  is  natural  to  the  Movement 
majority  of  the  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations  on  ofCodifi!' 
account  of  its  slow  and  gradual  growth  has  created  ****®"' 
a  movement  for  its  codification.     The  idea  of  a 
codification  of  the  Law  of  Nations  in  its  totality 
arose  at  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  century.     It  was 
Bentham  who  first  suggested  such  a  codification. 
He  cUd  not,  however,  propose  codification  of  the 
positive  existing  Law  of  Nations,  but  thought  of  a 
Utopian  International  Law  which  could  be  the  basis 
of  an  everlasting  peace  between  the  civilised  States.^ 

Another  Utopian  project  is  due  to  the  French 
Convention,  which  resolved  in  1792  to  create  a 
Declaration  of  the  Eights  of  Nations  as  a  pendant 
to  the  Declaration  of  the  Bights  of  Mankind  of  1789. 
For  this  purpose  the  Abb^  Gr^goire  was  charged 
with  the  drafting  of  such  a  declaration.  In  1 795, 
Abb6  Gh:6goire  produced  a  draft  of  twenty-one 
articles,  which,  however,  were  rejected  by  the  Con- 
vention, and  the  matter  dropped.^ 

It  was  not  before  1861  that  a  real  attempt  was 

^  See   Bentham'e   Works,   ed.  full  text  of  these  twenty-one  artioles 

Bowring,  VIII.  p.  537 ;  NySi  in  is  siven.    They  did  not  contain  a 

The  Law  Quarterly  BevieWi  XI.  real  oode,  bat  oertain  principles 

(1885),  p.  225.  onlj. 


*  Bee  Bivier,  L  p.  40,  where  the 
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made  to  show  the  possibility  of  a  codification.  This 
was  done  by  an  Austrian  jurist,  Alfons  von  Domin- 
Petrach6vecz,  who  published  in  that  year  at  Leipzig 
a  ^  Precis  d'un  Code  de  Droit  International.'' 

In  1862,  the  Bussian  Professor  Eatschenowsky 
brought  an  essay  before  the  Juridical  Society  of 
London  (Papers  11.  1863)  arguing  the  necessity  of  a 
codification  of  International  Law. 

In  1863,  Professor  Francis  lieber,  of  the  Columbia 
College,  New  York,  drafted  the  Laws  of  War  in  a 
body  of  rules  which  the  United  States  published 
during  the  Civil  War  for  the  guidance  of  her  army.^ 

In  1868,  Bluntschli,  the  celebrated  Swiss  inter- 
preter of  the  Law  of  Nations,  published  ^'Das  moderne 
YSlkerrecht  der  civilisirten  Staaten  als  Bechtsbuch 
dargestellt."  This  draft  code  has  been  translated  into 
the  French,  Qreek,  Spanish,  and  Bussian  languages, 
and  the  Chinese  Government  produced  an  official 
Chinese  translation  as  a  guide  for  Chinese  officials. 

In  1872,  the  great  Italian  politician  and  jurist 
Mancini  raised  his  voice  in  favour  of  codification 
of  the  Law  of  Nations  in  his  able  essay  ^^  Yocazione 
del  nostro  secolo  per  la  rifonna  e  codificazione  del 
diritto  delle  genti.'' 

Likewise  in  1872  appeared  at  New  York  David 
Dudley  Field's  ^^  Draft  Outlines  of  an  International 
Code;* 

In  1873  the  Institute  of  International  Law  was 
founded  at  Ghent  in  Holland.  This  association  of 
jurists  of  all  nations  meets  periodically,  and  has  pro- 
duced a  number  of  drafts  concerning  various  parts  of 
International  Law,  and  in  especial  a  Draft  Code  of 
the  Law  of  War  on  Land  (1880). 

Likewise  in  1873  was  founded  the  Association  for 

^  See  below,  Vol.  n.  S  68. 
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the  Beform  and  Codification  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 
which  also  meets  periodically  and  which  styles  itself 
now  The  International  Law  Association. 

In  1874  the  Emperor  Alexander  11.  of  Russia  took 
the  initiative  in  assembling  an  international  conference 
at  Brussels  for  the  purpose  of  discussing  a  draft  code 
of  the  Law  of  Nations  concerning  land  warfare.  At 
this  conference  jurists,  diplomatists,  and  military 
men  were  united  as  delegates  of  the  invited  States,  and 
they  agreed  upon  a  body  of  sixty  articles  which  goes 
under  the  name  of  the  Declaration  of  Brussels.  But 
the  Powers  have  never  ratified  these  articles. 

In  1880  the  Institute  of  International  Law  pub- 
lished its  '^  Manuel  des  Lois  de  la  Guerre  sur  Terre.'' 

In  1890  the  Italian  jurist  Eiore  published  his 
^^n  diritto  intemazionale  codificato  e  sua  sanzione 
giuridica,*'  of  which  a  second  edition  appeared  in  1 898. 

§  31.  At  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century  the  Work  of 
so-called  Peace  Conference  at  the  Hague,  convened  pmm^^ 
on  the  personal  initiative  of  the  Emperor  Nicholas  IE.  ^^" 
of  Russia,  has  shown  the  possibility  that  parts  of  the 
Law  of  Nations  may  weU  be  codified.  Apart  from 
three  Declarations  of  minor  value  and  of  the  Con- 
vention concerning  the  adaptation  of  the  Geneva 
Convention  to  naval  warfare,  this  conference  has 
succeeded  m  producing  two  unportant  conventions 
which  may  well  be  called  codes — ^namely,  first,  the 
'^  Convention  for  the  Pacific  Settlement  of  Liter- 
national  Disputes/'  and,  secondly,  the  ^'  Convention 
with  respect  to  the  Laws  and  Customs  of  War  on 
Land."  Whereas  the  future  will  stiU  have  to  show 
whether  the  first-named  convention  will  be  of  great 
practical  importance,  there  can,  on  the  other  hand, 
not  be  denied  the  great  practical  value  of  the 
second-named    convention.      Although    the    latter 
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contains  many  gaps,  which  must  be  filled  up  by  the 
customary  Law  of  Nations,  and  although  it  is  in 
no  way  a  masterpiece  of  codification,  it  represents  a 
model,  the  very  existence  of  which  teaches  that 
codification  of  parts  of  the  Law  of  Nations  is 
practicable,  provided  the  Powers  are  seriously  in- 
clined to  come  to  an  understanding.  The  Hague 
Peace  Conference  has  therefore  made  an  epoch  in 
the  history  of  International  Law. 
iJ.s.NaTai  §  32.  Shortly  after  the  Hague  Peace  Conference 
"  *'  the  United  States  of  America  took  a  step  with  re- 
gard to  sea  warfare  similar  to  that  taken  by  her  in 
1863  with  regard  to  land  warfare.  She  published  on 
June  27,  1900,  a  body  of  rules  for  the  use  of  her 
navy  under  the  title  "  The  Laws  and  Usages  of  War 
at  Sea" — the  so-called  "United  States  Naval  War 
Code."  This  code,  which  was  drafted  by  Captain 
Charles  H.  Stockton,  of  the  United  States  Navy, 
contains  fifty-five  articles  which  are  divided  into 
nine  sections  under  the  following  titles: — "Hostili- 
ties ; "  "  Belligerents ; "  "  Belligerent  and  Neutral 
Vessels;"  "Hospital  Ships — the  Shipwrecked,  Sick, 
and  Wounded;"  "The  Exercise  of  the  Eight  of 
Search;"  "Contraband  of  War;"  "Blockade;" 
**  The  Sending  in  of  Prizes ;  "  "  Armistice,  Truce,  and 
Capitulations,  and  Violations  of  Laws  of  War."  I 
have  no  doubt  that  this  American  code  will  be  the 
starting-point  of  a  movement  for  a  Naval  War 
Code  to  be  generally  agreed  upon  by  the  Powers, 
similar  to  the  Hague  Begulations  concerning  land 
warfare. 
vaiae  of  §  33.  In  Spite  of  the  movement  in  favour  of  codi- 
tion^r  fication  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  there  are  many 
national  ^^^®^^t  jurists  who  oppose  such  codification.  They 
argue  that  codification  would  never  be  possible  on 
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account  of  differences  of  languages  and  of  technical  Law  oon- 
juridical  tenns.  They  assert  that  codification  would 
cut  off  the  organic  growth  and  future  development 
of  International  Law.  They  postulate  the  existence 
of  a  permanent  International  Court  with  power  of 
executing  its  verdicts  as  an  indispensable  condition, 
since  without  such  a  court  no  uniform  interpretation 
of  controversial  parts  of  a  code  could  be  possible. 
They,  lastly,  maintain  that  the  Law  of  Nations  is  at 
present  not  yet,  and  will  not  be  for  a  long  time  to  come, 
ripe  for  codification.  Those  jurists,  on  the  other 
hand,  who  are  in  favour  of  codification  argue  that 
the  customary  Law  of  Nations  lacks  to  a  great  extent 
precision  and  certainty,  that  writers  on  International 
Law  differ  in  many  points  regarding  the  latter's  rules, 
and  that,  consequently,  there  is  no  broad  and  certain 
basis  for  the  practice  of  the  States  to  stand  upon. 

§  34.  I  am  decidedly  not  a  blind  and  enthusiastic  Merits  of 
admirer  of  codification  in  general.  It  cannot  be  S^^S*^ 
maintained  that  codification  is  everywhere,  at  all  ««neraL 
times,  and  under  all  circumstances  opportune.  Codi- 
fication certainly  interferes  with  the  so-called  organic 
growth  of  the  law  through  usage  into  custom.  It  is 
true  that  a  law,  once  codified,  cannot  so  easily  adapt 
itself  to  the  merits  of  the  individuality  of  single  cases 
which  come  under  it.  It  is  further  a  fact,  which 
cannot  be  denied,  that  together  with  codification 
there  frequently  enters  into  courts  of  justice  and 
into  the  area  of  juridical  literature  a  hair-splitting 
tendency  and  an  interpretation  of  the  law  which 
clings  often  more  to  the  letter  and  the  word  of 
the  law  than  to  its  spirit  and  its  principles.  And 
it  is  not  at  all  a  fact  that  codification  does  away 
with  controversies  altogether.  Codification  certainly 
clears  up  many  questions  of  law  which  have  been 
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hitherto  debatable,  but  it  creates  at  the  same  time 
new  controversies.  And,  bistly,  all  jurists  know 
very  well  that  the  art  of  legislation  is  still  in  its 
infancy  and  not  at  all  highly  developed.  The  hands 
of  legislators  are  very  often  clumsy,  and  legislation 
does  often  more  harm  than  good.  Yet,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  fact  must  be  recognised  that  history  has 
given  its  verdict  in  favour  of  codification.  There  is 
no  civilised  State  in  existence  whose  Municipal  Law  is 
not  to  a  greater  or  lesser  extent  codified,  llie  growth 
of  the  law  through  custom  goes  on  very  slowly  and 
gradually,  very  often  too  slowly  to  be  able  to  meet 
the  demands  of  the  interests  at  stake.  New  interests 
and  new  inventions  very  often  spring  up  with  which 
customary  law  cannot  deal.  Circumstances  and 
conditions  frequently  change  so  suddenly  that  the 
ends  of  justice  are  not  met  by  the  existing  customary 
law  of  a  State.  Thus,  legislation,  which  is,  of  course, 
always  partial  codification,  becomes  often  a  necessity 
in  the  face  of  which  all  hesitation  and  scruple  must 
vanish.  Whatever  may  be  the  disadvantages  of 
codification,  there  comes  a  time  in  the  development 
of  every  civilised  State  when  it  can  no  longer  be 
avoided.  And  great  are  the  advantages  of  codifi- 
cation, especially  of  a  codification  that  embraces  a 
large  part  of  the  law.  Many  controversies  are  done 
away  with.  The  science  of  Law  receives  a  fresh 
stimulus.  A  more  uniform  spirit  enters  into  the  law 
of  the  country.  New  conditions  and  circumstances 
of  life  become  legally  recognised.  Mortifying  prin- 
ciples and  branches  are  cut  ofi*  with  one  stroke.  A 
great  deal  of  fresh  and  healthy  blood  is  brought  into 
itte  arteries  of  the  body  of  the  law  in  its  totality.  If 
codification  is  carefrdly  planned  and  prepared,  if  it  is 
imbued  with  true  and  healthy  conservatism,  many 
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disadvantages  can  be  avoided.  And  interpretation 
on  the  part  of  good  judges  can  deal  with  many  a 
fault  that  codification  has  made.  If  the  worst  comes 
to  the  worst,  there  is  always  a  Parliament  or  another 
law-giving  authority  of  die  land  to  mend  through 
farther  legislation  the  faults  of  previous  codification. 

§  35.  But  do  these  arguments  in  favour  of  codifi-  Merits  oi 
cation  in  general  also  apply  to  codification  of  the  urafof^ 
Law  of  Nations?    I  have  no  doubt  that  they  do  j^^j 
more  or  less.    If  some  of  these  arguments  have  no  Law. 
force  in  view  of  the  special  circumstances  of  the 
existence  of  International  Law  and  of  the  peculiarities 
of  the  Family  of  Nations,  there  are  other  arguments 
which  take  the  place  of  the  former. 

When  opponents  maintain  that  codification  would 
never  be  practicable  on  account  of  differences  of 
languages  and  of  technical  juridical  terms,  I  answer 
that  such  argument  is  only  as  much  as  and  no  more 
in  the  way  of  codification  than  it  is  in  the  way  of 
contracting  international  treaties.  The  fact  that 
such  treaties  are  every  day  concluded  shows  that 
diflBiculties  which  arise  out  of  differences  of  languages 
and  of  technical  juridical  terms  are  not  at  all  in- 
superable. 

Much  more  than  this  weighs  the  next  argument  of 
opponents,  that  codification  of  the  Law  of  Nations 
would  cut  off  the  latter's  organic  growth  and  future 
development.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  codification 
always  interferes  with  the  growth  of  customary  law, 
although  the  assertion  is  not  justified  that  codification 
does  cut  off  such  growth.  But  this  disadvantage  can 
be  met  by  periodical  revisions  of  the  code  and  by  its 
gradual  increase  and  improvement  through  enact- 
ment of  additional  and  amending  rules  according  to 
the  wants  and  needs  of  the  days  to  come. 


42     FOUNDATION  OF  THE  LAW  OF  NATIONS 

When  opponents  postulate  an  international  court 
with  power  of  executing  its  verdicts  as  an  indispen- 
sable condition  of  codification,  I  answer  that  the  non- 
existence of  such  a  court  is  quite  as  much  or  as  little 
an  argument  against  codification  as  against  the  very 
existence  of  International  Law.  If  there  is  a  Law  of 
Nations  in  existence  in  spite  of  the  non-existence  of 
an  international  court  to  guarantee  its  realisation,  I 
cannot  see  why  the  non-existence  of  such  a  court 
should  be  an  obstacle  to  codifying  the  very  same 
Law  of  Nations.  It  may  indeed  be  maintained  that 
codification  is  all  the  more  necessary  as  such  an 
international  court  does  not  exist.  For  codification 
of  the  Law  of  Nations  and  the  solemn  recognition 
of  a  code  by  a  universal  law-making  international 
treaty  would  give  more  precision,  certainty,  and 
weight  to  the  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations  than  they 
have  now  in  their  unwritten  condition.  And  a 
uniform  interpretation  of  a  code  is  now,  since  the 
Hague  Peace  Conference  has  instituted  a  permanent 
Court  of  Arbitration,  much  more  realisable  than  in 
former  times,  although  this  court  has  not  and  will 
never  have  the  power  of  executing  its  verdicts. 

But  is  the  Law  of  Nations  ripe  for  codification? 
I  readily  admit  that  there  are  certain  parts  of  that 
law  which  would  offer  the  greatest  difficulty  in  codi- 
fication, and  which  would  therefore  better  remain 
untouched  for  the  present.  But  there  are  other 
parts,  and  I  think  that  they  constitute  the  greater 
portion  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  which  are  certainly 
ripe  for  codification.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that, 
whatever  can  be  said  against  codification  of  the 
totality  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  partial  codification 
is  possible  and  comparatively  easy.  The  work  done 
by  the  Institute  of  International  Law,  of  which  the 
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**  Aimuaire  de  Tlnstitut  de  Droit  Intemational "  gives 
exhaustive  evidence,  affords  a  stepping-stone  towards 
such  partial  codification. 

§  36.  From  the  basis  of  this  work  of  the  Institute  How  codi- 
of  Intemational  Law  a  partial  codification  of  the  ^dbe 
Law  of  Nations  must  be  considered  practicable,  '••^^^d- 
Nevertheless,  codification  could  hardly  be  realised  at 
once.  The  difficulties,  though  not  insuperable,  are 
so  great  that  it  would  take  the  work  of  perhaps  a 
generation  of  able  jurists  to  prepare  draft  codes  for 
those  parts  of  Intemational  Law  which  may  be 
considered  ripe  for  codification.  The  only  feasible 
way  in  which  such  draft  codes  could  be  prepared 
consists  in  the  appointment  on  the  part  of  the 
Powers  of  an  intemational  committee  composed  of  a 
sufficient  number  of  able  jurists,  whose  task  would 
be  the  preparation  of  the  drafts.  Public  opinion  of 
the  whole  civilised  world  would,  I  am  sure,  watch 
the  work  of  these  men  with  the  greatest  anxiety,  and 
the  Parliaments  of  the  civilised  States  would  gladly 
vote  the  comparatively  small  sum  of  money  neces- 
sary for  the  costs  of  the  work.  If  a  noble-minded 
monarch  of  far-reaching  influence  would  take  a 
personal  interest  in  the  matter,  the  different  Govern- 
ments would  hardly  refuse  to  send  delegates  to  an 
intemational  conference  for  the  purpose  of  discussing 
the  ways  and  means  for  the  appointment  of  an  inter- 
national committee  for  the  preparation  of  draft 
codes. 
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Lawrence,  $S  20-29— Manningv  PP*  8-20— Halleok,  L  pp.  i-ir — 
Walker,  HiBtory,  I.  pp.  50-137— Taylor,  SS  6-29— Holtzendorff  in 
Holizendorfi;  L  pp.  159-386— Nye,  I.  pp.  i-i 8— Martens,  I.  $$  8-20 
— ^Fiore,  I.  Nob,  3-31— Calvo,  L  pp.  1-32— Bonfils,  Nos.  71-86— 
Deepagnet,  Nob.  1-19— Ward,  "  Enquiry  into  the  Foundation  and 
History  of  the  Law  of  Nations,"  2  yoIb.  (1795) — Osenbrttggen,  "  De 
jure  belli  ao  paois  Bomanorum  *'  (1876) — Mttller-JochmuB,  "Go- 
Bohichte  des  Vdlkerrechts  im  Alterthum*'  (1848)— Hosaok,  "Rise 
and  Growth  of  the  Law  of  Nations  '*  (1883),  pp.  1-226 — Nys,  "  Le 
droit  de  la  guerre  et  les  pr^ourseurs  de  Grotius  '*  (1882)  and  **  Les 
origines  du  droit  international  **  (1894). 

No  Law  of      §  37.  Intemational  Law  as  a  law  between  Sove- 

antiquit^  reign  and  equal  States  based  on  the  common  consent 

of  these  States  is  a  product  of  modem  Christian 

;  7  civilisation,  and  may  be  said  to  be  hardly  four 

^  [  hundred  years  old.    However,  the  roots  of  this  law 

go  very  far  back  into  history.    Such  roots  are  to  be 

found  in  the  rules  and  usages  which  were  observed 

by  the  different  nations  of  antiquity  with  regard  to 

their  external  relations.    But  it  is  well  known  that 

the  conception  of  a  Family  of  Nations  did  not  arise 

in  the  mental  horizon  of  the  ancient  world.    Each 

nation  had  its  own  religion    and   gods,    its    own 

language,  law,  and  morality.    Intemational  interests 

of  sufficient  vigour  to  wind  a  band  around  all  the 

civilised  States,  bring  them  nearer  to  each  other,  and 
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them  together  into  a  community  of  nations,  did 
not  spring  up  in  antiquity.  On  ike  other  hand, 
however,  no  nation  could  avoid  coming  into  contact 
with  other  nations.  War  was  waged  and  peace 
concluded.  Treaties  were  agreed  upon.  Occa- 
sionally ambassadors  were  sent  and  received.  Inter- 
national trade  sprang  up.  Political  men  whose 
cause  was  lost  often  fled  their  country  and  took 
refuge  in  another.  And,  just  as  in  our  days, 
criminals  often  fled  their  country  for  the  purpose  of 
escaping  punishment. 

Such  more  or  less  frequent  and  constant  contact 
of  different  nations  with  one  another  could  not  exist 
without  giving  rise  to  certain  fairly  congruent  rules 
and  usages  to  be  observed  with  regard  to  external 
relations.  These  rules  and  usages  were  considered 
under  the  protection  of  the  gods ;  their  violation 
called  for  religious  expiation.  It  is  of  interest  to 
Uirow  a  glance  upon  the  respective  rules  and  usages 
of  the  Jews,  Ghreeks,  and  Bomans. 

§  38.  Although  they  were  monotheists  and  the  The  Jews, 
standard    of   their  ethics  was  consequently  much 
higher  than  that  of  their  heathen  neighbours,  the  Jews 
did  not  in  fact  raise  the  standard  of  the  international 
relations  of  their  time  except  so  far  as  they  afforded 
foreigners  living  on  Jewish  territory  equality  before 
the  law.    Proud  of  their  monotheism  and  despising  all     y 
other  nations  on  account  of  their  polytheism,  they  ' 
found  it  totally  impossible  to  recognise  other  nations 
as  equals.     If  we  compare  the  different  parts  of  the 
Bible  concerning  the  relations  of  the  Jews  with  other 
nations,  we  are  struck  by  the  fact  that  the  Jews  were 
sworn   enemies    of  some    foreign    nations,  as  the  y 
Amalekites,  for  example,  with  whom  they  declined^''^ 
to  have  any  relations    whatever  in  peace.    When 
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they  went  to  war  with  those  nations,  their  practice 
was  extremely  cruel.  They  killed  not  only  the 
warriors  on  the  battlefield,  but  also  the  aged,  the 
women,  and  the  children  in  their  homes.  Bead,  for 
example,  the  short  description  of  the  war  of  the  Jews 
against  the  Amalekites  in  i  Samuel  xy.,  where  we 
are  told  that  Samuel  instructed  King  Saul  as  follows : 
(3)  "  Now  go  and  smite  Amalek,  and  utterly  destroy 
all  that  they  have,  and  spare  them  not;  but  slay 
both  man  and  woman,  infant  and  suckling,  ox  and 
sheep,  camel  and  ass."  King  Saul  obeyed  the 
injunction,  save  that  he  spared  the  life  of  Agag,  the 
Amalekite  king,  and  some  of  the  finest  animals. 
Then  we  are  told  that  the  prophet  Samuel  rebuked 
Saul  and  "  hewed  Agag  in  pieces  with  his  own  hand." 
Or  again,  in  2  Samuel  xii.  31  we  find  that  King 
David,  **  the  man  after  Gbd's  own  heart,"  after  the 
conquest  of  the  town  Babbah,  belonging  to  the 
Ammonites,  "brought  forth  the  people  that  were 
therein  and  put  them  under  saws,  and  under  harrows 
of  iron,  and  made  them  pass  through  the  brick- 
kiln. .  .  ." 

With  those  nations,  however,  of  which  they  were 
not  sworn  enemies  the  Jews  used  to  have  inter- 
national relations.  And  when  they  went  to  war 
with  those  nations,  their  practice  was  in  no  way 
exceptionally  cruel,  if  looked  upon  from  the  stand- 
point of  their  time  and  surroundings.  Thus  we  find 
in  Deuteronomy  xx.  ia-14  the  following  rules : — 

(10)  "  When  thou  comest  nigh  unto  a  city  to  fight 
against  it,  then  proclaim  peace  unto  it. 

(11)  "And  it  shall  be,  if  it  make  thee  answer  of 
peace  and  open  unto  thee,  that  all  the  people  that  is 
found  therein  shall  be  tributaries  unto  thee,  and  they 
shall  serve  thee. 
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(12)  ^^And  if  it  will  make  no  peace  with  thee, 
but  will  make  war  against  thee,  then  thou  shalt 
besiege  it. 

(13)  ^^  And  when  the  Lord  thy  God  hath  delivered 
it  into  thine  hands,  thou  shalt  smite  every  male 
thereof  with  the  edge  of  the  sword. 

(14)  ^^But  the  women,  and  the  little  ones,  and  the 
cattle,  and  all  that  is  in  the  city,  even  all  the  spoil 
thereof,  shalt  thou  take  unto  thyself;  and  thou  shalt 
eat  the  spoil  of  thine  enemies,  which  the  Lord  thy 
God  hath  given  thee." 

Comparatively  mild,  like  these  rules  for  warfare, 
were  the  Jewish  rules  as  regards  their  foreign  slaves. 
Such  slaves  were  not  without  legal  protection.  The 
master  who  killed  a  slave  was  punished  (Exodus  ii. 
20) ;  if  the  master  struck  his  slave  so  severely  that 
he  lost  an  eye  or  a  tooth,  the  slave  became  a  free 
man  (Exodus  ii.  26  and  27).  The  Jews,  further, 
allowed  foreigners  to  live  among  them  under  the  full 
protection  of  their  laws.  "  Love  .  .  .  the  stranger, 
for  ye  were  strangers  in  the  land  of  Egypt,"  says 
Deuteronomy  x.  19,  and  in  Leviticus  xxiv.  22  there 
is  the  command :  ^^  You  shall  have  one  manner  of 
law,  as  well  for  the  stranger  as  for  one  of  your  own 
country." 

Of  the  greatest  importance,  however,  for  the  Inter- 
national Law  of  the  future,  are  the  Messianic  ideals 
and  hopes  of  the  Jews,  as  these  Messianic  ideals 
and  hopes  are  not  national  only,  but  fully  inter- 
national.  The  following  are  the  beautiful  words  in 
which  the  prophet  Isaiah  (ii.  2-4)  foretells  the  state 
of  mankind  when  the  Messiah  shall  have  appeared  : 

(2)  '^  And  it  shall  come  to  pass  in  the  last  days, 
that  the  mountain  of  the  Lord's  house  shall  be 
established  in  the  top  of  the  mountains,  and  shall  be 


48  SCIENCE  OF  THE  LAW  OF  NATIONS 

exalted  above  the  hills;  and  all  nations  shall  flow 
unto  it. 

(3)  ^^And  many  people  shall  go  and  say,  Come 
ye,  and  let  lis  go  up  to  the  mountain  of  the  Lord, 
to  the  house  of  the  God  of  Jacob,  and  he  will  teach 
us  of  his  ways,  and  we  will  walk  in  his  paths ;  for 
out  of  Zion  shall  go  forth  the  law,  and  the  word  of 
the  Lord  from  Jerusalem. 

(4)  ^^  And  he  shall  judge  among  the  nations,  and 
shall  rebuke  many  people :  and  they  shall  beat  their 
swords  into  plowshares,  and  their  spears  into  pruning- 
hooks :  nation  shall  not  lift  up  sword  against  nation, 
neither  shall  they  learn  war  any  more." 

Thus  we  see  that  the  Jews,  at  least  at  the  time  of 
Isaiah,  had  a  foreboding  and  presentiment  of  a  future 
where  all  the  nations  of  the  world  should  be  united 
in  peace.  And  the  Jews  have  left  this  ideal  to  the 
Christian  world.  It  is  the  same  ideal  which  has 
inspired  in  bygone  times  all  those  eminent  men  who 
have  laboured  to  build  up  an  International  Law. 
And  it  is  again  the  same  ideal  which  inspires  nowa- 
days all  lovers  of  international  peace.  Although  the 
Jewish  State  and  the  Jews  as  a  nation  have  practically 
done  nothing  to  realise  that  ideal,  yet  it  sprang  up 
among  them  and  has  never  disappeared. 
The  §  39-  Totally  different  from  this  Jewish  contribu- 

^***®*"-  tion  to  a  future  International  Law  is  that  of  the 
Greeks.  The  broad  and  deep  gulf  between  their 
civilisation  and  that  of  their  neighbours  neces- 
sarily made  them  look  down  upon  these  neighbours 
as  barbarians,  and  thus  prevented  them  from  rabing 
the  standard  of  their  relations  with  neighbouring 
nations  above  the  average  level  of  antiquity.  But 
the  Greeks  were  before  the  Macedonian  conquest 
never  united  into  one  powerful  national  State.    They 
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lived  in  numerous  more  or  less  small  city  States, 
which  were  totally  independent  of  one  another.  It  / 
is  this  very  fact  which,  as  time  went  on,  called  into  I 
existence  a  kind  of  International  Law  between  these  ^ 
independent  States.  They  could  never  forget  that 
their  inhabitants  were  of  the  same  race.  The  same 
blood,  the  same  religion,  and  the  same  civilisation  of 
their  citizens  united  these  independent  and — as  we 
should  nowadays  say — Sovereign  States  mto  a  com- 
munity of  States  which  in  time  of  peace  and  war 
held  themselves  bound  to  observe  certain  rules  as 
regards  the  relations  between  one  another.  The 
consequence  was  that  the  war  practice  of  the  Greeks 
in  their  wars  among  themselves  was  a  very  nuld  one. 
It  was  a  rule  that  war  should  never  be  commenced 
without  a  declaration  of  war.  Heralds  were  in- 
violable. Warriors  who  died  on  the  battlefield  were 
entitled  to  burial.  If  a  city  was  captured,  the  lives 
of  all  those  who  took  refuge  in  a  temple  had  to  be 
spared.  War  prisoners  could  be  exchanged  or 
ransomed;  their  lot  was,  at  the  utmost,  slavery. 
Certain  places,  as  for  example  the  temple  of  the  god 
Apollo  at  Delphi,  were  permanently  inviolable.  Even 
certain  persons  in  the  armies  of  the  belligerents  were 
considered  inviolable,  as  the  priests,  for  instance, 
who  carried  the  holy  fire,  and  the  seers. 

Thus  the  Greeks  left  the  example  to  history  that 
independent  and  sovereign  States  can  live,  and  are 
at  the  same  time  obliged  to  live,  in  a  community 
which  provides  a  law  for  the  international  relations 
of  the  member  States,  provided  that  there  exist 
some  common  interests  and  aims  which  bind  these 
States  together.  It  is  very  often  maintained  that 
this  kind  of  International  Law  of  the  Ghreek  States 
could  in  no  way  be  compared  with  our  modem  Inter- 
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national  Law,  as  the  Ghreeks  did  not  consider  their 
international  rules  as  legally,  but  as  religiously 
binding  only.  We  must,  however,  not  forget  that 
the  Greeks  never  made  the  same  distinction  between 
law,  religion,  and  morality  as  the  modem  world 
makes.  The  fact  itself  remans  unshaken  that  the 
Greek  States  have  set  an  example  to  the  future  that 
independent  States  can  live  in  a  community  in  which 
their  international  regulations  are  governed  by  cer- 
tain rules  and  customs  based  on  the  common  consent 
of  the  members  of  that  community. 
The  §  40.  Totally    different    again    from    the    Greek 

^**°**°^  contribution  to  a  future  International  Law  is  that  of 
the  Bomans.  As  far  back  as  their  history  goes,  the 
Bomans  had  a  special  set  of  twenty  priests,  the  so- 
called  fetialea^  for  the  management  of  functions 
regarding  their  relations  with  foreign  nations.  Li 
fulfilling  their  functions  the  fetialea  did  not  apply  a 
purely  secular  but  a  divine  and  holy  law,  a  jus 
scurcUe,  the  so-called  jus  fetiale.  The  feticUes  were 
employed  when  war  was  declared  or  peace  was  made, 
when  treaties  of  friendship  or  of  alliance  were  con- 
cluded, when  the  Bomans  had  an  international  claim 
before  a  foreign  State,  or  mce  versa. 

According  to  Boman  Law  the  relations  of  the 
Bomans  with  a  foreign  State  depended  upon  the  fact 
whether  or  not  there  existed  a  treaty  of  friendship  be- 
tween Bome  and  the  respective  State.  In  case  such  a 
treaty  was  not  in  existence,  persons  or  goods  coming 
from  the  foreign  land  into  the  land  of  the  Bomans, 
and  likewise  persons  and  goods  coming  from  the  land 
of  the  Bomans  into  the  foreign  land,  enjoyed  no  legal 
protection  whatever.  Such  persons  could  be  made 
slaves,  and  such  goods  could  be  seized  and  became 
the  property  of  the  captor.    Should  such  an  enslaved 
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person  ever  come  back  to  his  country^  he  was  at  once 
considered  a  free  man  again  according  to  the  so-called 
jus  pasdimifdi.  An  exception  was  made  as  regards 
the  ambassadors.  They  were  always  considered 
inviolable,  and  whoever  violated  them  was  handed 
over  to  the  home  State  of  those  ambassadors  to  be 
punished  according  to  discretion. 

Different  were  the  relations  when  a  treaty  of 
fiiendship  existed.  Persons  and  goods  coming  from 
one  country  into  the  other  stood  then  imder  legal 
protection.  So  many  foreigners  came  in  the  process 
of  time  to  Bome  that  a  whole  system  of  law  sprang 
up  regarding  these  foreigners  and  their  relations  with 
Boman  citizens,  the  so-called  jtia  gentium  in  contra- 
distinction to  the  jus  civile.  And  a  special  magistrate, 
the  praetor  peregrinuSj  was  nominated  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  that  law.  Of  such  treaties  with  foreign 
nations  there  were  three  different  kinds,  namely,  of 
friendship  {amicitia),  of  hospitality  (hospiiium),  or  of 
alliance  {/oedus).  I  do  not  propose  to  go  into  details 
about  them.  It  suffices  to  remark  that,  although  the 
treaties  were  concluded  without  any  such  provision, 
notice  of  termination  could  be  given.  Very  often 
these  treaties  used  to  contain  a  provision  according 
to  which  future  controversies  could  be  settled  by 
arbitration  of  the  so-called  recuperatores. 

Very  precise  legal  rules  existed  as  regards  war  and 
peace.  Boman  law  considered  war  a  legal  institution. 
There  were  four  different  just  reasons  for  war, 
namely:  (i)  Violation  of  the  Boman  dominion; 
(2)  violation  of  ambassadors ;  (3)  violation  of  treaties ; 
(4)  support  given  during  war  to  an  opponent  by  a 
hitherto  friendly  State.  But  even  in  such  cases  war 
was  only  justified  if  satisfaction  was  not  given  by  the 
Foreign  State.     Four  fetiales  used  to  be  sent  as 
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ambassadors  to  the  foreign  State  who  asked  for 
satisfaction.  If  such  satisfSiu^tion  was  refiised,  war 
was  formally  declared  by  throwing  a  lance  from  the 
Boman  frontier  into  the  foreign  land  by  one  of  the 
fetialea.  For  warfare  itself  no  l^al  rules  existed,  but 
discretion  only,  and  there  are  examples  enough  of 
great  cruelly  on  the  part  of  the  Bomans.  Legal 
rules  existed  again  for  the  end  of  war.  War  could 
be  ended,  first,  through  a  treaty  of  peace,  which  was 
then  always  a  treaty  of  friendship.  War  could, 
secondly,  be  ended  by  surrender  {deditio).  Such 
surrender  spared  the  enemy  their  lives  and  property. 
War  could,  thirdly  and  lastly,  be  ended  through 
conquest  of  the  enemy's  country  {occupaiio).  It  was 
in  this  case  that  the  Bomans  could  act  according  to 
discretion  with  the  lives  and  the  property  of  the 
enemy. 

From  this  sketch  of  their  rules  concerning  external 
relations,  it  becomes  apparent  that  the  Bomans  gave 
to  the  future  the  example  of  a  State  with  legcd  rules 
for  its  foreign  relations.     As  the  legal  people  par 
excellence^  the  Bomans  could  not  leave  their  inter- 
national relations  without  legal    treatment.      And 
though  this  legal  treatment  can  in  no  way  be  com- 
pared to  the  modem  International  Law,  yet  it  con- 
stitutes a  contribution  to  the  Law  of  Nations  of  the 
friture,  in  so  far  as  its  example  furnished  many 
arguments  to  those  to  whose  efforts  we  owe  the  very 
existence  of  our  modem  Law  of  Nations. 
No  need         §  41.  The  Boman  Empire  gradually  absorbed  the 
of  Nations  whole  civilised  ancient  world,  so  far  as  it  was  known 
j^l^****  to  the  Bomans.    They  did  not  know  of  any  indepen- 
Agw-        dent  civilised  States  outside  the  borders  of  their 
^'  empire.      There  was,  therefore,  neither  room  nor 
need  for  an  International  Law  as  long  as  this  empire 
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existed.  It  is  true  that  at  the  borders  of  this  world- 
empire  there  were  always  wars  with  barbarous  tribes, 
but  these  wars  gave  opportunity  for  the  practice  of 
a  few  rules  and  usages  only.  And  matters  did  not 
change  when  imder  Constantine  the  Great  (313-337) 
the  Christian  faith  became  the  religion  of  the  empire 
and  Byzantium  its  capital  instead  of  Borne,  and, 
further,  when  in  395  the  Boman  Empire  was 
divided  into  the  Eastern  and  the  Western  Empire. 
This  Western  Empire  disappeared  in  476,  when 
Bomulus  Augustus,  the  last  emperor,  was  deposed  by 
Odoacer,  the  leader  of  the  Germanic  soldiers,  who 
made  himself  ruler  in  Italy.  The  land  of  the  extinct 
Western  Boman  Empire  came  into  the  hands  of 
different  peoples,  chiefly  of  Germanic  extraction.  In 
Gallia  the  kingdom  of  the  Francs  springs  up  in  486 
under  Chlodovech  the  Merovingian.  In  Italy,  the 
kingdom  of  the  Ostrogoths  under  Theoderich  the 
Gbeat,  who  defeated  Odoacer,  rises  in  493.  In  Spain 
the  kingdom  of  the  Visigoths  appears  in  507.  The 
Vandals  had,  as  early  as  in  429,  erected  a  kingdom 
in  Africa,  with  Carthage  as  its  capital.  The  Saxons 
had  gained  a  footing  in  Britannia  already  in  449. 

All  these  peoples  were  barbarians  in  the  strict 
sense  of  the  term.  Although  they  had  adopted 
Christianity,  it  took  hundreds  of  years  to  raise  them 
up  to  the  standard  of  a  more  advanced  civilisation. 
And  likewise  hundreds  of  years  passed  before  dif- 
ferent nations  came  to  light  out  of  the  amalgamation 
of  the  various  peoples  that  had  conquered  the  old 
Boman  Empire  with  the  residuum  of  the  population 
of  that  empire.  It  was  in  the  eighth  century  that 
matters  became  more  settled.  Charlemagne  built  up 
his  vast  Frankish  Empire,  and  was,  in  800,  crowned 
Boman  Emperor  by  Pope  Leo  IH.     Again  the  whole 
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world  seemed  to  be  one  empire,  headed  by  the 
Emperor  as  its  temporal,  and  by  the  Pope  as  its 
spiritual  master,  and  for  an  International  Law  there 
was  therefore  no  room  and  no  need.  But  the 
Frankish  Empire  did  not  last  long.  According  to 
the  Treaty  of  Verdun,  it  was,  in  843,  divided  into 
three  parts,  and  with  that  division  the  process  of 
development  set  in,  which  led  gradually  to  the  rise 
of  the  different  States  of  Europe. 

In  theory  the  Emperor  of  the  Germans  remained 
for  hundreds  of  years  to  come  the  master  of  the  world, 
but  in  practice  he  was  even  not  master  at  home,  as 
the  German  Princes  step  by  step  succeeded  in  esta- 
blishing their  independence.  And  although  theoreti- 
cally the  world  was  well  looked  after  by  the  Emperor 
as  its  temporal  and  the  Pope  as  its  spiritual  head, 
there  were  constantly  treachery,  quarrelling,  and 
fighting  going  on.  War  practice  was  the  most  cruel 
possible.  It  is  true  that  the  Pope  and  the  Bishops 
succeeded  sometimes  in  mitigating  such  practice,  but 
as  a  rule  there  was  no  influence  of  the  Christian 
teaching  visible. 
TheFif-  ^  §  42.  The  necessity  for  a  Law  of  Nations  did  not 
arise  until  a  multitude  of  States  absolutely  indepen- 
dent of  one  another  had  successfully  established 
themselves.  The  process  of  development,  starting 
from  the  Treaty  of  Verdun  of  843,  reached  that 
climax  with  the  reign  of  Frederic  IH.,  Emperor  of 
the  Germans  from  1440  to  1493.  He  was  the  last 
of  the  emperors  crowned  in  Borne  by  the  hands  of 
/  the  Popes.  At  that  time  Europe  was  in  fact  divided 
I  up  into  a  great  number  of  independent  States,  and 
thenceforth  a  law  was  needed  to  deal  with  the 
international  relations  of  these  Sovereign  States. 
Six  factors  of  importance  prepared  the  ground  for 
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the  growth  of  principles  of  a  future  International 
Law. 

(i)  There  were  first  the  Civilians  and  the  Ca- 
nonists. Boman  Law  was  in  the  beginning  of  the 
twelfth  century  brought  back  to  the  West  through 
Lnerius,  who  taught  this  law  at  Bologna.  He  and 
the  other  glosaatorea  and  post-gloasatores  considered 
Eoman  Law  the  ratio  scripta^  the  law  par  excellence. 
These  Civilians  maintained  that  Boman  Law  was  the 
law  of  the  civilised  world  ipso  facto  through  the 
emperors  of  the  Germans  being  the  successors  of  the 
emperors  of  Bome.  Their  commentaries  to  the 
Corpus  Juris  CivUis  touch  upon  many  questions  of 
the  future  Litemational  Law  which  they  discuss 
from  the  basis  of  Boman  Law. 

The  Canonists,  on  the  other  hand,  whose  influence 
was  unshaken  till  the  time  of  the  Beformation,  treated 
from  a  moral  and  ecclesiastical  point  of  view  many 
questions  of  the  future  International  Law  concerning 
war.^ 

(2)  There  were,  secondly,  collections  of  Maritime 
Law  of  great  importance  which  made  their  appearance 
in  connection  with  international  trade.  From  the 
eighth  century  the  world  trade  which  had  totally 
disappeared  in  consequence  of  the  downfall  of  the 
Boman  Empire  and  the  destruction  of  the  old  civi- 
lisation during  the  period  of  the  Migration  of  the 
Peoples,  began  slowly  to  develop  again.  The  sea 
trade  specially  flourished  and  fostered  the  growth  of 
rules  and  customs  of  Maritime  Law,  which  were 
collected  into  codes  and  gained  some  kind  of  inter- 
national recognition.  The  more  important  of  these 
collections  are  the  following:  The  Consolato  dd 
Mare^  a  private  collection  made  at  Barcelona  in  Spain 

^  See  Holland,  StadleB,  pp.  40-58 ;  Walker,  History,  I.  pp.  204-312. 
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in  the  middle  of  the  fourteenth  century ;  the  Laws  of 
OUran^  a  collection,  made  in  the  twelfth  century,  of 
decisions  given  by  the  maritime  court  of  Ol^ron  in 
France ;  the  Rhodian  Latvs,  a  very  old  collection  of 
maritime  laws  which  partly  date  back  as  far  as  the 
eighth  century ;  the  Tabula  AmalJUana,  the  maritime 
laws  of  the  town  of  Amalfi  in  Italy,  which  date  at 
latest  from  the  tenth  century ;  the  Leges  WUbumses^ 
a  collection  of  maritime  laws  of  Wisby  on  the  island 
of  Gothland,  in  Sweden,  dating  from  the  fourteenth 
century. 

The  growth  of  international  trade  caused  also  the 
rise  of  the  controversy  regarding  the  freedom  of  the 
high  seas  (see  below,  §  248),  which  indirectly  in- 
fluenced the  growth  of  an  International  Law  (see 
below,  §§  248-250). 

(3)  A  thu-d  factor  was  the  numerous  leagues  of 
trading  towns  for  the  protection  of  their  trade  and 
trading  citizens.  The  most  celebrated  of  these 
leagues  is  the  Hanseatic,  formed  in  the  thirteenth 
century.  These  leagues  stipulated  for  arbitration  on 
controversies  between  their  member-towns.  They 
acquired  trading  privileges  in  foreign  States.  They 
even  waged  war,  when  necessary,  for  the  protection 
of  their  interests. 

(4)  A  fourth  factor  was  the  growing  custom  on  the 
part  of  the  States  of  sending  and  receiving  permanent 
legations.  In  the  Middle  Ages  the  Pope  alone  had 
a  permanent  legation  at  the  court  of  the  Frankish 
kings.  Later  on,  the  Italian  Republics,  as  Venice 
and  Florence  for  instance,  were  the  first  States  to 
send  out  ambassadors,  who  took  their  residence  for 
several  years  in  the  capitals  of  the  States  they  were 
sent  to.  At  last,  from  the  end  of  the  fifteenth 
century,  it  became  a    universal  custom   that    the 


\ 


LAW  OF  NATIONS  BEFORE  GROTIUS  57 

kings  of  the  different  States  kept  permanent  lega- 
tions at  one  another's  capital.  The  consequence 
was  that  an  uninterrupted  opportunity  was  given  for 
discussing  and  deliberating  common  international 
interests.  And  since  the  position  of  the  ambassadors 
in  foreign  countries  had  to  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion, international  rules  as  regards  such  position 
grew  gradually  up. 

(5)  A  fifth  factor  was  the  custom  of  the  great 
States  of  keeping  standing  armies,  a  custom  which 
dates  from  the  fifteenth  century  also.  The  uniform 
and  stem  discipline  in  these  armies  favoured  the  rise 
of  more  universal  rules  and  practices  of  warfare. 

(6)  A  sixth  factor  was  the  Benaissance  and  the 
Beformation.  The  Benaissance  of  science  and  art 
in  the  fifteenth  century,  together  with  the  resurrec- 
tion of  the  knowledge  of  antiquity,  revived  the  philo- 
sophical and  aesthetical  ideals  of  Greek  life  and  trans- 
ferred them  to  modem  life.  Through  their  influence 
the  spirit  of  the  Christian  religion  took  precedence  of 
its  letter.  The  conviction  awoke  everywhere  that  the 
principles  of  Christianity  ought  to  unite  the  Christian 
world  more  than  they  had  done  hitherto,  and  that 
these  principles  ought  to  be  observed  in  matters 
international  as  much  as  in  matters  national.  The 
Beformation,  on  the  other  hand,  made  an  end  to  the 
spiritual  mastership  of  the  Pope  over  the  civilised 
world.  Protestant  States  could  not  recognise  the 
claim  of  the  Pope  to  arbitrate  as  of  right  in  their 
conflicts  either  between  one  another  or  between  them- 
selves and  Catholic  States. 


The  time 
of  Orotios. 
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Development  of  the  Law  of  Nations 

AFTER  GBOnUS 

Lawrence,  ff  29-S3 — TTftHeck,  L  pp.  12-45 — ^Walker,  History,  I. 
pp.  138-202 — ^Taylor,  ff  65-^5 — ^Nys,  I.  pp.  19-46-— Martens,  I. 
{{  21-33 — ^Fiore,  L  Nos.  32-52 — Calvo,  L  pp.  32-101 — Bonfils, 
Nos.  87-146 — Despagnet,  Nos.  20-27 — ^Wheaton,  *'ffistoire  des 
progris  da  droit  des  gens  en  Enrope  *'  (1841) — ^Pierantoni,  **  Storia 
del  diritto  intemazionale  nel  seoolo  XIX.**  (1876) — ^Hosaek,  **  Rise 
and  Growth  of  the  Law  of  Nations*'  (1883),  pp.  227-320— Brie,  '<  Die 
Fortschritte  des  Ydlkerrechte  seit  dem  Wiener  Congress  **  (1890). 

§  43.  The  seventeenth  century  found  a  multitude 
of  mdependent  States  established  and  crowded  on 
the  comparatively  small  continent  of  Europe.     Many 
interests  and  aims  knitted  these  States  together  into 
a  community  of  States.     International  lawlessness 
was  henceforth  an    impossibility.      This  was    the 
reason  for  the  fact  that  Grotius's  work  ^'De  Jure  Belli 
ac  Pacislibri  m./'  which  appeared  in  1625,  won  the 
ear  of  the  different  States,  their  rulers,  and  their 
writers  on  matters  international.    Since  a  Law  of 
Nations  was  now  a  necessity,  since  many  principles 
of  such  a  law  were  already  more  or  less  recognised 
and  appeared  again  among  the  doctrines  of  Grotius, 
since  the  system  of  Grotius  supplied  a  legal  basis  to 
most  of  those  international  relations  which  were  at 
the  time  considered  as  wanting  such  basis,  the  book 
of  Grotius  obtained  such  a  world-wide  influence  that 
he  is  correctly  styled  the  "Father  of  the  Law  of 
Nations."    It  wo\:dd  be  very  misleading  and  in  no 
way  congruent  with  the  facts  of  history  to  believe 
that  Ghrotius's  doctrines  were  as  a  body  at  once 
universally  accepted.    No  such  thing  happened,  nor 
could  have  happened.     What  did  soon  take  place 
was  that  whenever  an  international  question  of  legal 
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importance  arose,  Grotius's  book  was  consulted,  and 
its  authority  was  so  overwhelming  that  in  many 
cases  its  rules  were  considered  right.    How  those 
rules  of  Grotius,  which  have  more  or  less  quickly 
been  recognised  by  the    common  consent  of   the 
writers  on  International  Law,  have  gradually  received 
similar  acceptance  at  the  hands  of  the  Family  of 
Nations  is  a  process  of  development  which  in  each 
single  phase  cannot  be  ascertained.    It  can  only  be 
stated  that  at  the  end  of  the  seventeenth  century  the 
civilised  States  consider  themselves  bound  by  a  Law 
of  Nations  the  rules  of  which  were  to  a  great  extent 
the  rules  of  Grotius.    This  does  not  mean  that  these 
rules  have  from  the  end  of  that  century  never  been 
broken.      On  the  contrary,  they  have  frequently 
been    broken.      But    whenever  this  occurred,  the 
States  concerned  maintained  either  that  they  did  not 
intend  to  break  these  rules,  or  that  their  acts  were  in 
harmony  with  them,  or  that  they  were  justified  by 
just  causes  and  circumstances  in  breaking  them. 
And  the  development  of  the  Law  of  Nations  did  not 
come  to  a  standstill  with  the  reception  of  the  bulk  of 
the  rules  of  Grotius.     More  and  more  rules  were 
gradually  required  and  therefore  gradually  grew. 
All  the  historical  important  events  and  facts  of  inter- 
national life  from  the  time  of  Grotius  down  to  our 
own  have,  on  the  one  hand,  given  occasion  to  the 
manifestation  of  the  existence  of  a  Law  of  Nations, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  in  their  turn  made  the  Law 
of  Nations  constantly  and  graduall}^  develop  into  a 
more  perfect  and  more  complete  system  of  legal 
rules. 

It  serves  my  purpose  to  divide  the  history  of  the 
development  of  the  Law  of  Nations  from  the  time 
of   Grotius  into  six  periods — namely,    1 648-1 721, 
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I75i-i789»  1789-1815,  1815-1856,  1856-.1874, 

1 874-1 899. 

ISi^"^  §  44-  The  ending  of  the  Thirty  Years' War  through 
1721.  the  Westphalian  Peace  of  1648  is  the  first  event  of 
great  importance  after  the  death  of  Ghrotius  in  1645. 
What  makes  remarkable  the  meetings  of  Osnaburg, 
where  the  Protestant  Powers  met,  and  Mttnster, 
where  the  Catholic  Powers  met,  is  the  fact  that 
there  was  for  the  first  time  in  history  a  European 
Congress  assembled  for  the  purpose  of  settling  matters 
international  by  common  consent  of  the  Powers. 
With  the  exception  of  England,  Bussia,  and  Poland, 
all  the  important  Christian  States  were  represented  at 
this  congress,  as  were  also  the  majority  of  the  minor 
Powers.  The  arrangements  made  by  this  congress 
show  what  a  great  change  had  taken  place  in  the 
condition  of  matters  international.  The  Swiss  Con- 
federation and  the  Netherlands  were  recognised  as 
Independent  States.  The  355  difierent  States  which 
belonged  to  the  German  Empire  were  practically, 
although  not  theroetically,  recognised  as  independent 
States  which  formed  a  Confederation  under  the 
Emperor  as  its  head.  Of  these  355  States,  150  were 
secular  States  governed  by  hereditary  monarchs 
(Electors,  Dukes,  Landgraves,  and  the  like),  62  were 
free-city  States,  and  123  were  ecclesiastical  States 
governed  by  archbishops  and  other  Church  dignitaries. 
The  theory  of  the  unity  of  the  civilised  world  under 
the  German  Emperor  and  the  Pope  as  its  temporal 
and  spiritual  heads  was  buried  for  ever.  A  multi* 
tude  of  recognised  independent  States  formed  now 
a  community  on  the  basis  of  equality  of  all  its 
members.  The  conception  of  the  European  equili< 
brium  made  its  appearance  and  became  an  implicit 
principle   as  a  guaranty  for    the  independence  of 
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the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations.  Ptotestant 
States  took  up  their  position  within  this  family  along 
with  Catholic  States,  as  did  republics  along  with 
monarchies. 

In  the  second  half  of  the  seventeenth  century  the 
policy  of  conquest  initiated  by  Louis  XIV.  of  Prance 
led  to  numerous  wars.  But  Louis  XIV.  always 
pleaded  a  just  cause  when  he  made  war,  and  even 
the  establishment  of  the  ill-famed  so-called  Chambers 
of  Reunion  (1680- 1683)  was  done  under  the  pretext 
of  law.  There  was  no  period  later  in  history  in 
which  the  principles  of  International  Law  were  more 
frivolously  violated,  but  the  violation  was  always 
cloaked  by  some  excuse.  Five  treaties  of  peace 
between  iVance  and  other  Powers  during  the  reign 
of  Louis  XrV.  are  of  great  importance,  (i)  The 
Peace  of  the  Pyrenees,  which  ended  in  1659  the  war 
between  France  and  Spain,  which  had  not  come  to 
terms  at  the  Westphalian  Peace.  (2)  The  Peace  of 
Aix-la-Chapelle,  which  ended  in  1668  another  war 
between  France  and  Spain,  commenced  in  1667 
because  France  claimed  the  Spanish  Netherlands 
from  Spain.  This  peace  was  forced  upon  Louis  ilV. 
through  the  triple  alliance  between  England,  Holland, 
and  Sweden.  (3)  The  Peace  of  Nymeguen,  which 
ended  in  1678  the  war  originally  commenced  by  Louis 
XIV.  in  1672  against  Holland,  into  which,  however, 
many  other  European  Powers  were  dragged.  (4)  The 
Peace  of  Ryswick,  which  ended  in  1697  the  war  that 
existed  since  1688  between  France  on  one  side,  and, 
on  the  other,  England,  Holland,  Denmark,  Germany, 
Spain,  and  Savoy.  (5)  The  Peace  of  Utrecht  and  the 
Peace  of  Bastadt  and  Baden,  which  in  1713  and  1714 
respectively  ended  the  war  of  the  Spanish  Succession 
since  1701  between  France  and  Spun  on  the  one 
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side,  and,  on  the  other,  England,  Holland,  Portugal^ 
Germany,  and  Savoy. 

But  wars  were  not  only  waged  between  Prance 
and  other  Powers  during  this  period.  The  following 
treaties  of  peace  must  therefore  be  mentioned : — (i) 
The  Peaces  of  Roeskild  (1658),  Oliva  (1660),  Copen- 
hagen (also  1660),  and  Kardis  (1661).  The  con- 
tracting Powers  were  Sweden,  Denmark,  Poland^ 
Prussia,  and  Bussia.  (2)  The  Peace  of  Carlowitz  of 
1699,  between  Turkey,  Austria,  Poland,  and  Venice. 
(3)  The  Peace  of  Nystaedt,  between  Sweden  and 
Bussia  under  Peter  the  Great  in  1721. 

The  year  172 1  is  epoch-making  because  with  the 
Peace  of  Nystaedt  Bussia  enters  as  a  member  into 
the  Family  of  Nations,  in  which  she  at  once  held  the 
position  qf  a  Great  Power.  The  period  ended  by  the 
year  1721  shows  in  many  points  progressive  ten- 
dencies regarding  the  Law  of  Nations.  Thus  the 
right  of  visit  and  search  on  the  part  of  belligerents 
over  neutral  vessels  becomes  recognised.  The  rule 
^^  free  ship,  free  goods,"  rises  as  a  postulate,  although 
it  was  not  universally  recognised  till  1856.  The 
freedom  of  the  high  seas,  claimed  by  Grotius  and 
others,  begins  gradually  to  obtain  recognition  in 
practice,  although  here  too  it  did  not  meet  with 
universal  acceptance  till  the  nineteenth  century. 
The  balance  of  power  is  solemnly  recognised  by  the 
Peace  of  Utrecht  as  a  principle  of  the  Law  of 
Nations, 
i^eperiod  g  ^^  Before  the  end  of  the  first  half  of  the 
'789.  eighteenth  century  peace  in  Europe  was  again 
disturbed.  The  rivalry  between  Austria  and  Prussia, 
which  had  become  a  kingdom  in  1701  and  where 
Frederick  the  Great  had  ascended  the  throne  in  1 740, 
led  to  several  wars  in  which  England,  France,  Spain, 
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Bavaria,  Saxony,  and  Holland  took  part.  Several 
treaties  of  peace  were  successively  concluded  which 
tried  to  keep  up  or  re-establish  the  balance  of  power 
in  Europe.  The  most  important  of  these  treaties 
are:  (i)  The  Peace  of  Aix-la-Chapelle  of  1748 
between  France,  England,  Holland,  Austria,  Fiiissia, 
Sardinia,  Spain,  and  Genoa.  {2)  The  Peace  of 
Hubertsburg  and  the  Peace  of  Paris,  both  of  1 763, 
the  former  between  Prussia,  Austria,  and  Saxony,  the 
latter  between  England,  France,  and  Spain.  (3)  The 
Peace  of  Versailles  of  1783  between  England,  the 
United  States  of  America,  IVance,  and  Spain. 

These  wars  gave  occasion  to  disputes  as  to  the 
right  of  neutrals  and  belligerents  regarding  trade  in 
time  of  war.  Prussia  became  a  Great  Power.  The 
so-called  First  Armed  Neutrality  ^  made  its  appear* 
ance  in  1780  with  claims  of  great  importance,  which 
were  not  generally  recognised  till  1856.  The  United 
States  of  America  succeeded  in  establishing  her 
independence  and  became  a  member  of  the  Family  of 
Nations,  whose  future  attitude  fostered  the  growth  of 
several  rules  of  International  Law. 

§  46.  All  progress,  however,  was  endangered,  and  Theperfod 
indeed  the  Law  of  Nations  seemed  partly  non-existent,  1815. 
during  the  time  of  the  French  Bevolution  and  the 
Napoleonic  wars.  Although  the  French  CJonvention 
resolved  in  1 792  (as  stated  above,  §  30)  to  create  a 
"  Declaration  of  the  Eights  of  Nations,"  the  Eevolu- 
tionary  Government  and  afterwards  Napoleon  I.  very 
often  showed  no  respect  for  the  rules  of  the  Law  of 
Nations.  The  whole  order  of  Europe,  which  had 
been  built  up  by  the  Westphalian  and  subsequent 
treaties  of  peace  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  a 

^  See  below,  VoL  II.  $$  289  and    first  and  second  anued  neutrality 
2^  where  detail^  oaneeming  the    are  given. 
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balance  of  power,  was  overthrown.  Napoleon  I. 
was  for  some  time  the  master  of  Europe,  Bussia  and 
England  excepted.  He  arbitrarily  created  States  and 
suppressed  them  again.  He  divided  existing  States 
into  portions  and  united  separate  States.  The  kings 
depended  upon  his  goodwill,  and  they  had  to  follow 
orders  when  he  commanded.  Especially  as  regards 
Maritime  Intemational  Law,  a  condition  of  partial 
lawlessness  arose  during  this  period.  Already  in  1 7  93 
England  and  Bussia  interdicted  all  navigation  with 
the  ports  of  France,  with  the  intention  to  subdue  her 
by  famine.  The  French  Convention  answered  with  an 
order  to  the  French  fleet  to  capture  all  neutral  ships 
carrying  provisions  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy  or 
carrying  enemy  goods.  And  again  Napoleon,  who 
wanted  to  ruin  England  by  destroying  her  commerce, 
announced  in  1806  in  his  Berlin  Decrees  the  boycott 
of  all  English  goods.  England  answered  with  the 
blockade  of  all  French  ports  and  all  ports  of  the 
allies  of  France,  and  ordered  her  fleet  to  capture  all 
ships  destined  to  any  such  port. 

When  at  last  the  whole  of  Europe  was  mobilised 
against  Napoleon  and  he  was  finally  defeated,  the 
whole  face  of  Europe  was  changed,  and  the  former 
order  of  things  could  not  possibly  be  restored.  It 
was  the  task  of  the  European  Congress  of  Vienna  in 
1814  and  1815  to  create  a  new  order  and  a  fresh 
balance  of  power.  This  new  order  comprised  chiefly 
the  following  arrangements:  The  Prussian  and  the 
Austrian  monarchies  were  re-established,  as  was  also 
the  Germanic  Confederation,  which  consisted  hence- 
forth of  thirty-nine  member  States.  A  kingdom  of 
the  Netherlands  was  created  out  of  Holland  and 
Belgium.  Norway  and  Sweden  became  a  Beal  Union. 
The  old  dynasties  were  restored  in  Spain,  in  Sardinia, 
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in  Tuscany,  and  in  Modena,  as  was  also  the  Pope  in 
Borne.  To  the  nineteen  cantons  of  the  Swiss  C!on- 
federation  were  added  those  of  Geneva,  Yalais,  and 
Neuchatel,  and  this  Cionfederation  was  neutralised 
for  all  the  future.  But  the  Vienna  Congress  did  not 
only  establish  a  new  political  order  in  Europe,  it  also 
settled  some  questions  of  International  Law.  Thus, 
free  navigation  was  agreed  to  on  the  so-called  inter- 
national rivers,  which  are  rivers  running  through  the 
land  of  different  States.  It  was  further  arranged 
that  henceforth  the  diplomatic  agents  should  be 
divided  into  three  classes  (Ambassadors,  Ministers, 
Charges  d'Affaires).  Lastly,  a  universal  prohibition 
of  the  trade  with  negro  slaves  was  agreed  upon. 

§  47.  The  period  after  the  Vienna  Congress  begins  xheperiod 
with  the  so-called  Holy  Alliance.  Already  on  JgJI^ 
September  26,  181 5,  before  the  second  Peace  of 
Paris,  the  Emperors  of  Eussia  and  Austria  and  the 
King  of  Prussia  called  this  alliance  into  existence, 
the  object  of  which  was  to  make  it  a  duty  upon  its 
members  to  apply  the  principles  of  Christian  morality 
in  the  administration  of  the  home  affairs  of  their 
States  as  well  as  in  the  conduct  of  their  international 
relations.  After  the  Vienna  Congress  the  sovereigns 
of  almost  all  the  European  States  had  joined  that 
alliance  with  the  exception  of  England.  George  IV., 
at  that  tune  prince-regent  only,  did  not  join,  because 
the  Holy  Alliance  was  an  alliance  not  of  the  States, 
but  of  sovereigns,  and  therefore  was  concluded  with- 
out the  signatures  of  the  respective  responsible 
Ministers,  whereas  according  to  the  English  Constitu- 
tion the  signature  of  such  a  responsible  Minister 
would  have  been  necessary. 

The  Holy  Alliance  had  not  as  such  an  importance 
for  International  Law,  for  it  was  a  religious,  moral, 

VOL.  I.  F 
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and  political,  but  scarcely  a  legal  alliance.  But  at 
the  Congress  of  Aix-la-Chapelle  in  1818,  where  the 
Emperors  of  Bussia  and  Austria  and  the  King  of 
Prussia  attended  in  person,  and  where  it  might  be 
said  that  the  principles  of  the  Holy  AlUance  were 
practically  applied,  the  Great  Powers  signed  a  De- 
claration,^ in  which  they  solemnly  recognised  the  Law 
of  Nations  as  the  basis  of  the  international  relations, 
and  in  which  they  pledged  themselves  for  all  the 
future  to  act  according  to  its  rules.  The  leading 
principle  of  their  politics  was  that  of  legitimacy,  as 
they  endeavoured  to  preserve  everywhere  the  old 
dynasties  and  to  protect  the  sovereigns  of  the  dif- 
ferent countries  against  revolutionary  movements  of 
their  subjects.  This  led  in  fact  to  a  dangerous 
neglect  of  the  principles  of  International  Law  re- 
garding intervention.  The  Great  Powers,  with  the 
exception  of  England,  intervened  constantly  with  the 
domestic  affairs  of  the  minor  States  in  the  interest  of 
the  legitimate  dynasties  and  of  an  anti-liberal  legisla- 
tion. The  Congresses  at  Troppau  1820,  Laibach 
182 1,  Verona  1822,  occupied  themselves  with  a 
deliberation  on  such  interventions. 

The  famous  Monroe  Doctrine  (see  below,  §  139) 
owes  its  origin  to  that  dangerous  policy  of  the 
European  Powers  as  regards  intervention,  although 
this  doctrine  embraces  other  pomts  besides  interven- 
tion. As  after  the  Vienna  Congress  a  number  of 
Spanish  colonies  in  South  America  had  fallen  off 
from  the  mother  country  and  declared  their  indepen- 
dence, and  as  Spain  thought  of  reconquering  these 
States  with  the  help  of  other  Powers  who  upheld  the 
principle  of  legitimacy.  President  Monroe  delivered 
his  message  on  December  2,  1823,  which  pointed  out 

'  See  Martens,  N.  R.  IV.  p.  560. 
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amongst  other  things,  that  the  United  States  could 
not  allow  the  interference  of  a  European  Power  with 
the  States  of  the  American  continent. 

Different  from  the  intervention  of  the  Powers  of 
the  Holy  Alliance  in  the  interest  of  legitimacy  were 
the  two  interventions  in  the  interest  of  Greece  and 
Belgium.  England,  France,  and  Bussia  intervened 
in  1827  in  the  struggle  of  Turkey  with  the  Greeks, 
an  intervention  which  led  finally  in  1830  to  the 
independence  of  Greece.  And  the  Great  Powers  of 
the  time,  namely,  England,  Austria,  France,  Prussia, 
and  Bussia,  invited  by  the  provisional  Belgian 
Government,  intervened  in  1830  in  the  struggle  of 
the  Dutch  with  the  Belgians  and  secured  the  forma- 
tion of  a  separate  Kingdom  of  Belgium. 

It  may  be  maintained  that  the  establishment  of 
Greece  and  Belgium  inferred  the  breakdown  of  the 
Holy  Alliance.  But  it  was  not  till  the  year  1848 
that  this  alliance  was  totally  swept  away  through 
the  disappearance  of  absolutism  and  the  victory  of 
the  constitutional  system  in  most  States  of  Europe. 
Since,  shortly  afterwards,  in  1852,  Napoleon  III. 
became  Emperor  of  France,  who  adopted  the  prin- 
ciple of  nationality  and  exercised  a  preponderant 
influence  in  Europe,  one  may  say  that  this  principle 
of  nationality  superseded  in  European  politics  the 
principle  of  legitimacy. 

The  last  event  of  this  period  is  the  Crimean  War, 
which  led  to  the  Peace  as  well  as  to  the  Declaration 
of  Paris  in  1 856.  This  war  broke  out  in  1 85 3  between 
Bussia  and  Turkey.  In  1 854,  England,  France,  and 
Sardinia  joined  Turkey,  but  the  war  continued  never- 
theless for  another  two  years.  Finally,  however, 
Eussia  was  defeated,  a  Congress  assembled  at  Paris, 
where  England,  France,  Austria,  Bussia,  Sardinia, 
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Turkey,  and  eventually  Prussia  were  represented, 
and  peace  was  concluded  in  March  1856.    In  the 
Peace  Treaty,  Turkey  is  expressly  received  as  a 
member  into  the  Family  of  Nations.    Of  greater 
importance,  however,  is  the  celebrated  Declaration 
of  Paris  regardmg  maritune  International  Law  which 
was  signed  on  April  16,    1856,  by  the  delegates 
of  the  Powers  that  had  taken  part  in  the  Ciongress. 
This  declaration  abolished  privateering,  recognised 
the    rules    that    enemy  goods    on    neutral  vessels 
and  that  neutral  goods  on  enemy  vessels  cannot 
be  confiscated,  and  stipulated  that  a  blockade  in 
order  to  be  binding  must  be  effective.     Together 
with  the  fact  that  at  the  end  of  the  first  quarter 
of  the  nineteenth  century  the  principle  of  the  freedom 
of  the  high  seas^   became  universally  recognised, 
the  Declaration  of  Paris  is  a  prominent  landmark 
of  the  progress  of  the  Law  of  Nations.    The  Powers 
that  had  not  been  represented  at  the  Congress  of 
Paris  were  invited  to  sign  the  Declaration  afterwards, 
and  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  did  sign  it  before  the  end  of  the  year  1 856. 
The  few  States,  such  as  the  United  States  of  America, 
Spain,  Mexico,  and  others,  which  have  not  signed,* 
have  in  practice  since  1856  not  acted  in  opposition 
to  the  Declaration,  and  one  may  therefore,  perhaps, 
maintain  that  the  Declaration  of  Paris  has  already 
become  or  will  soon  become  universal  International 
Law  through  custom. 
Theporiod      §  48.  The  uext  period,  the  time  from  1856  to  1874, 
18747        ^®  ^^  prominent  importance  for  the  development  of 

^  See  below,  {  251.  Deolaraiion  of  Paris  because  it 

'  Japan  signed   in    1886.     It  did  not  go  far  enough,  and  did  not 

should    be   mentioned   that   the  interdict  eapture  of  private  enemy 

United  States  did  not  sign  the  vessels. 
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the  Law  of  Nations.  Under  the  aegis  of  the  principle 
of  nationality,  Austria  turns  in  1867  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^ 
monarchy  of  Austria-Hungary,  and  Italy  as  well  as 
Germany  becomes  united.  The  imity  of  Italy  rises 
out  of  the  war  of  France  and  Sardinia  against  Austria 
in  1859,  and  Italy  ranges  henceforth  among  the 
Great  Powers  of  Europe.  The  unity  of  Germany 
is  the  combined  result  of  three  wars :  that  of  Austria 
and  Prussia  in  1864  against  Denmark  on  account 
of  Schleswig-Holstein,  that  of  Prussia  and  Italy  against 
Austria  in  1866,  and  that  of  Prussia  and  the  allied 
South  German  States  against  France  in  1870.  The 
defeat  of  France  in  1870  had  the  consequence  that 
Italy  took  possession  of  the  Papal  States,  whereby 
the  Pope  disappeared  from  the  number  of  governing 
sovereigns. 

The  United  States  of  America  rise  through  the 
successful  termination  of  the  Civil  War  in  1865  to 
the  position  of  a  Great  Power.  Several  rules  of 
maritime  International  Law  owe  their  further  develop- 
ment to  this  war.  And  the  instructions  concerning 
warfare  on  land,  published  in  1863  ^7  ^^  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  represent  the  first  step 
towards  codification  of  the  Laws  of  War.  In  1864, 
the  Geneva  Convention  for  the  amelioration  of  the 
condition  of  soldiers  wounded  in  armies  in  the  field 
is,  on  the  initiation  of  Switzerland,  concluded  by  nine 
States,  and  in  time  almost  all  civilised  States  became 
parties  to  it.  In  1 868,  the  Declaration  of  St.  Peters- 
burg, interdicting  the  employment  in  war  of  explosive 
balls  below  a  certain  weight,  is  signed  by  many 
States.  In  1 87 1 ,  the  Conference  of  London,  attended 
by  the  representatives  of  the  Powers  which  were 
parties  to  the  Peace  of  Paris  of  1856,  solemnly 
proclaims  "  that  it  is  an  essential  principle  of  the 
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Law  of  Nations  that  no  Power  can  liberate  itself 
from  the  engagements  of  a  treaty,  or  modify  the 
stipulations  thereof,  unless  with  the  consent  of  the 
contracting  Powers  by  means  of  an  amicable  arrange- 
ment/* The  last  event  in  this  period  is  the  Cionference 
of  Brussels  of  1 874  for  the  codification  of  the  rules 
and  usages  of  war  on  land.  Although  the  signed 
code  was  never  ratified,  the  Brussels  Conference 
was  nevertheless  epoch-making,  since  it  showed  the 
readiness  of  the  Powers  to  come  to  an  understanding 
regarding  such  a  code. 
Theperiod  §  49.  After  1 874  the  principle  of  nationality  con* 
18997  tinues  to  exercise  its  influence  as  before.  Under  its 
aegis  takes  place  the  partial  decay  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire.  The  refusal  of  Turkey  to  introduce  reforms 
regarding  the  Balkan  population  led  in  1877  to  war 
between  Turkey  and  Bussia,  which  was  ended  in 
1878  by  the  peace  of  San  Stefano.  As  the  conditions 
of  this  treaty  would  practically  have  done  away  with 
Turkey  in  Europe,  England  intervened  and  a  Euro- 
pean Congress  assembled  at  Berlin  in  June  1878 
which  modified  materially  the  conditions  of  the  Peace 
of  San  Stefano.  The  chief  results  of  the  Berlin  Con- 
gress are : — (i)  Servia,  Boumania,  Montenegro  become 
independent  and  sovereign  States;  (2)  Bulgaria  be- 
comes an  independent  principality  under  Turkish 
suzerainty;  (3)  the  Turkish  provinces  of  Bosnia 
and  Herzegovina  come  under  the  administration  of 
Austria-Hungary;  (4)  a  new  province  under  the 
name  of  Eastern  Bumelia  is  created  in  Turkey  and 
is  to  enjoy  great  local  autonomy  (according  to  an 
arrangement  of  the  Conference  of  Constantinople  in 
1 885-1886  a  bond  is  created  between  Eastern 
Bumelia  and  Bulgaria  by  appointing  the  Prince  of 
Bulgaria  governor  of  Eastern  Bumelia) ;    (5)  free 
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navigation  on  the  Dapube  from  the  Iron  Gates  to  its 
mouth  in  the  Black  Sea  is  proclaimed. 

In  1 897  Crete  revolted  against  Turkey,  war  broke 
out  between  Greece  and  Turkey,  the  Powers  interfered, 
and  peace  was  concluded  at  Constantinople.  Crete 
becomes  an  autonomous  half-Sovereign  State  under 
Turkish  suzerainty  and  under  Prince  George  of 
Greece  as  governor. 

In  the  Far  East  war  breaks  out  in  1895  between 
China  and  Japan,  in  which  China  is  defeated  and  out 
of  which  Japan  rises  as  a  Great  Power.  That  she 
must  now  be  considered  a  full  member  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  becomes  apparent  from  the  treaties  con- 
cluded by  her  with*  other  Powers  for  the  purpose 
of  abolishing  their  consular  jurisdiction  within  the 
boundaries  of  Japan. 

In  America  the  United  States  intervene  in  1898  in 
the  revolt  of  Cuba  against  the  motherland,  whereby 
war  breaks  out  between  Spain  and  the  United  States. 
The  defeat  of  Spain  secures  the  independence  of 
Cuba  through  the  Peace  of  Paris  of  1898. 

An  event  of  great  importance  during  this  period 
is  the  Congo  Conference  of  Berlin,  which  took  place 
in  1 884-1 885,  and  at  which  were  represented 
England,  Germany,  Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  Den- 
mark, Spain,  the  United  States  of  America,  France, 
Italy,  Holland,  Portugal,  Eussia,  Sweden-Norway, 
Turkey.  This  conference  stipulated  freedom  of 
commerce,  interdiction  of  slave-trade,  and  neutrali- 
sation of  the  territories  in  the  Congo  district,  and 
secured  freedom  of  navigation  on  the  rivers  Congo 
and  Niger.  The  so-called  Congo  Free  State  was 
recc^nised  as  a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations. 

A  second  fact  of  great  importance  is  the  establish- 
ment of  numerous  international  unions  with  special 
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international  offices  for  various  non-political  purposes. 
A  Universal  Telegraphic  Union  was  established  in 
1875,  *  Universal  Postal  Union  in  1878,  a  Union  for 
the  Protection  of  Industrial  Property  in  1883,  a  Union 
for  the  Protection  of  Works  of  Literature  and  Art 
in  1886,  a  Union  for  the  Publication  of  Custom 
Tariffs  in  1890. 

A  third  fact  of  great  importance  is  that  in  this 
period  a  tendency  has  arisen  to  settle  international 
conflicts  more  frequently  than  in  former  times  by 
arbitration.  Numerous  arbitrations  have  actually 
taken  place,  and  several  treaties  have  been  concluded 
between  different  States  stipulating  the  settlement  by 
arbitration  of  all  conflicts  which  would  arise  in  future 
between  the  contracting  parties. 

The  last  fact  of  great  importance  which  is  epoch- 
making  for  this  period  is  the  Peace  Conference  of 
the  Hague  of  1899.  This  Conference  produced, 
apart  from  three  Declarations  of  minor  importance, 
a  Convention  for  the  Pacific  Settlement  of  Inter- 
national Conflicts,  a  Convention  regarding  the  Laws 
and  Customs  of  War  on  Land,  and  a  Convention  for 
the  Adaptation  to  Maritime  Warfare  of  the  Principles 
of  the  Geneva  Convention.  It  also  formulated, 
among  others,  the  three  wishes  (i)  that  a  conference 
should  in  the  near  future  regulate  the  rights  and 
duties  of  neutrals,  (2)  that  a  future  conference  should 
contemplate  the  declaration  of  the  inviolability  of 
private  property  in  naval  warfare,  (3)  that  a  future 
conference  should  settle  the  question  of  the  bombard- 
ment of  ports,  towns,  and  villages  by  naval  forces. 
The  §  50.  Soon  after  the  Hague  Peace  Conference,  in 

c^^^  October  1899,  war  breaks  out  in  South  Africa 
between  Gbeat  Britain  and  the  two  Boer  Bepublics, 
which  leads  to  the  latter's  annexation  at  the  end  of 
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1 90 1.  The  assassination  of  the  German  Ambassador 
and  the  general  attack  on  the  European  legations  in 
Peking  in  1900  lead  to  a  united  action  of  the  Powers 
against  China  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating  this 
\dolation  of  the  fundamental  rules  of  the  Law  of 
Nations.  In  December  1902  Great  Britain,  Germany, 
and  Italy  institute  a  blockade  against  the  coast  of 
Venezuela  for  the  purpose  of  making  her  comply  with 
their  demands  for  indemnification  of  their  subjects 
wronged  during  civil  wars  in  Venezuela,  and  the 
latter  consents  to  pay  indemnities  to  be  settled  by  a 
mixed  commission  of  diplomatists.  But  as  other 
Powers  than  those  who  had  instituted  the  blockade 
likewise  claim  indemnities,  the  matter  is  referred  to 
the  permanent  C!ourt  of  Arbitration  at  the  Hague, 
which,  in  1904,  gives  its  verdict  in  favour  of  the 
blockading  Powers.  In  February  of  1904  war  breaks 
out  in  the  Far  East  between  Bussia  and  Japan  on 
account  of  Manchuria  and  Korea.  In  November  of 
1904  the  United  States  of  America  make  prepara- 
tions for  the  convoking  of  another  Peace  Conference 
at  the  Hague. 

§51.  It  is  the  task  of  history,  not  only  to  show  Five  Lea- 
how  things  have  grown  in  the  past,  but  also  to  nStoiyof 
extract  a  moral  for  the  future  out  of  the  events  of  the  *^S,^^ 

of  Nations. 

past.  Five  morals  can  be  said  to  be  deduced  from 
the  history  of  the  development  of  the  Law  of  Nations : 
(i)  The  first  and  principal  moral  is  that  a  Law 
of  Nations  can  exist  only  if  there  is  an  equili- 
brium, a  balance  of  power,  between  the  members 
of  the  Family  of  Nations.  If  the  Powers  cannot 
keep  one  another  in  check,  no  rules  of  law  will 
have  any  force,  since  an  over-powerful  State  will 
naturally  try  to  act  according  to  discretion  and 
disobey  the  law.    As  there  is  not  and  never  can  be  a 
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central  political  authority  above  the  Sovereign  States 
that  could  enforce  the  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  a 
balance  of  power  must  prevent  any  member  of  the 
Family  of  Nations  from  becoming  omnipotent.  The 
history  of  the  times  of  Louis  XIV.  and  Napoleon  I. 
shows  clearly  the  soundness  of  this  principle. 

(2)  The  second  moral  is  that  Litemational  Law 
can  develop  progressively  only  when  international 
politics,  especially  intervention,  are  made  on  the 
basis  of  real  State  interests.  Dynastic  wars  belong 
to  the  past,  as  do  interventions  in  favour  of  legitimacy. 
It  is  neither  to  be  feared,  nor  to  be  hoped,  that  they 
should  occur  again  in  the  future.  But  if  they  did, 
they  would  hamper  the  development  of  the  Law 
of  Nations  in  the  future  as  they  have  done  in  the 
past. 

(3)  The  third  moral  is  that  the  principle  of  natio- 
nality is  of  such  force  that  it  is  fruitless  to  try  to  stop  its 
victory.  Wherever  a  community  of  many  millions 
of  individuals,  who  are  bound  together  by  the  same 
blood,  language,  and  interests,  become  so  powerful 
that  they  think  it  necessary  to  have  a  State  of  their 
own,  in  which  they  can  live  according  to  their  own 
ideals  and  can  build  up  a  national  civilisation,  they 
will  certainly  get  that  State  sooner  or  later.  What 
intemationid  politics  can  do  and  should  do  is  to 
enforce  the  rule  that  minorities  of  individuals  of 
another  race  shall  not  be  outside  the  law,  but  shall 
be  treated  on  equal  terms  with  the  majority.  States 
embracing  a  population  of  different  nationalities 
can  exist  and  will  always  exist,  as  many  examples 
show. 

(4)  The  fourth  moral  is  that  every  progress  in 
the  development  of  International  Law  wants  due 
time  to  ripen.    In  Utopia  the  projects  of  an  eternal 


LAW  OF  NATIONS  AFTER  GBOTTOB  75 

peace  and  of  an  undisturbed  fraternity  of  States  and 
nations  may  be  realised,  but  the  rude  reality  of 
practical  international  life  in  our  times  does  not  pro- 
vide any  possibility  of  the  realisation  of  such  fanciful 
ideas.  The  presupposition  of  an  eternal  peace  would 
at  least  be  that  the  whole  surface  of  the  earth  would 
be  shared  between  nations  of  the  same  standard  of 
civilisation,  of  the  same  interests,  aims,  and  of  the 
same  strength,  a  fact  which  will  never  be  realised  so 
far  as  we  can  see.  Eternal  peace  is  an  ideal,  and  in 
the  very  term  "  ideal "  the  conviction  is  involved  of 
the  impossibility  of  its  realisation,  although  it  is  a  duty 
to  aim  constantly  at  such  realisation.  The  permanent 
C!ourt  of  Arbitration  at  the  Hague,  now  established 
by  the  Hague  Peace  Conference  of  1899,  is  an 
institution  that  can  bring  us  nearer  to  such  realisa- 
tion than  ever  could  have  been  hoped.  And  codi- 
fication of  parts  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  following  the 
codification  of  the  rules  regarding  land  warfare,  will 
in  due  time  arrive  and  so  make  the  legal  ba^is 
of  international  intercourse  firmer,  broader,  and 
more  prominent  than  before. 

(5)  The  fifth,  and  last,  moral  is  that  the  pro- 
gressive development  of  International  Law  depends 
chiefly  upon  the  standard  of  public  morality  on  the 
one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  upon  economic  interests. 
The  higher  the  standard  of  public  morality  rises,  the 
more  will  International  Law  progress.  And  the 
more  important  international  economic  interests 
grow,  the  more  International  Law  will  grow.  For, 
looked  upon  from  a  certain  standpoint.  International 
Law  is,  just  like  Municipal  Law,  a  product  of  moral 
and  of  economic  factors,  and  at  the  same  time  the 
basis  for  a  favourable  development  of  moral  and 
economic  interests.    This  being  an  indisputable  fact, 
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it  may  therefore  fearlessly  be  maintained  that  an 
immeasurable  progress  is  guaranteed  to  International 
Law,  since  there  are  eternal  moral  and  economic 
factors  working  in  its  favour. 
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The  Science  op  the  Law  of  Nations 

FhiUimore,  I.,  Prefaoe  to  the  first  edition— Lawrence,  {{  31-36 — 
Manning,  pp.  21-65— Halleck,  I*  PP-  12,  15,  18,  22,  25,  29,  34,  42 — 
Walker,  History,  I.  pp.  203-337,  and  **  The  Science  of  International 
Law  "  (1 893),  jpMwiit— Taylor,  $$  37-48— Wheaton,  JJ  4-13— Rivier 
in  Holtzendorfif,  I.  pp.  337-475— Nye,  L  pp.  213-328— Martens,  L 
H  34-3S— Piore,  L  Nos.  53-88, 164-185, 240-272 — Calvo,  L  pp.  27- 
34,44-46,51-55,61-63,70-73,  IOI-I37— Bonfils,  Nos.  147-153— 
Despagnet,  Nob.  28-35— Ealtenbom,  "^^  Vorl&ufer  des  Hugo 
Grotins'*  (1848)— Holland,  Studies,  pp.  1-58,  168-175— Westlake, 
Chapters,  pp.  23-77— Ward,  *<  Enquiry  into  the  Foundation  and 
History  of  the  Law  of  Nations,*'  2  vols.  (1795) — ^^7"* "  ^  ^^^*  ^^  ^ 
guerre  et  les  pr^curseurs  de  Grotius  *'  (1882),  **  Notes  pour  servir 
&  I'histoire  • . .  du  droit  international  en  Angleterre  "  (1888),  **  Les 
origines  du  droit  international "  (1894) — Wheaton,  *'  Histoire  des 
progr^s  du  droit  des  gens  en  Europe  "  (1841) — See  also  the  biblio- 
graphies enumerated  below  in  S  6i. 

Fore-  §  52.  The  science  of  the  modem  Law  of  Nations 

SSSrol  ^  commences  from  Grotius's  work,  "  De  Jure  Belli  ac 
Pacis  libri  in.,"  because  in  it  a  fairly  complete 
system  of  International  Law  was  for  the  first  time 
built  up  as  an  independent  branch  of  the  science 
of  law.  But  there  are  many  writers  before  Grotius 
who  wrote  on  special  parts  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 
They  are  therefore  commonly  called  "Forerunners 
of  Grotius."  The  most  important  of  these  fore- 
runners are  the  following:  (i)  Legnano,  Professor 
of  Law  in  the  University  of  Bologna,  who  wrote 
in  1360  his  book  "De  bello,  de  represaliis,  et  de 
duello,"  which  was,  however,  not  printed  before 
1477  ;  (2)  Belli,  an  Italian  jurist  and  statesman,  who 
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published  in  1563  His  book,  ^^De  re  nulitari  et  de 
bello ; "  (3)  Brunus,  a  Gtenuan  jurist,  who  published 
in  1 548  his  book,  ^^  De  legationibus ; "  (4)  Victoria, 
Professor  in  the  TTniversity  of  Salamanca,  who 
published  in  1557  his  ^*  Belectiones  theologicae,"  ^ 
which  partly  deals  with  the  Law  of  War ;  (6)  Ayala, 
of  Spanish  descent  but  bom  in  Antwerp,  a  military 
judge  in  the  army  of  Alexandre  Famese,  the  Prince 
of  Parma.  He  published  in  1 582  his  book,  "  De  jure 
et  officiis  bellicis  et  disciplina  militari ; "  (6)  Suarez, 
a  Spanish  Jesuit  and  Professor  at  Coimbra,  who 
published  in  161 2  his  ^^Tractatus  de  legibus  et  de 
legislatore,"  in  which  (EL  c.  19,  n.  8)  for  the  first 
time  the  attempt  is  made  to  foimd  a  law  between 
the  States  on  the  fact  that  they  form  a  community  of 
States;  (7)  GentiUs,  an  Italian  jurist,  who  became 
Professor  of  Civil  Law  in  Oxford.  He  published  in 
1585  his  work,  "De  legationibus,"  in  1588  and  1589 
his  "  Commentationes  de  jure  belli,"  in  1598  an 
enlarged  work  on  the  same  matter  under  the  title 
"De  jure  belli  libri  tres,"^  and  in  161 3  his  "  Advo- 
catio  Hispanica."  Gentilis's  book  "De  jure  belli" 
supplies,  as  Professor  Holland  shows,  the  model  and 
the  framework  of  the  first  and  third  book  of  Grotius's 
"  De  jure  belli  ac  pacis."  "  The  first  step  " — ^Holland 
rightly  says — "towards  making  International  Law 
what  it  is  was  taken,  not  by  Grotius,  but  by  Gen- 
tilis." 

§  53.  Although  Grotius  owes  much  to  Gentilis,  he  g«^«- 
is  nevertheless  the  greater  of  the  two  and  bears  by 
right  the  title  of  "  Pather  of  the  Law  of  Nations." 
Hugo  Grotius  was  bom  at  Delft  in  Holland  in  1583. 

^  See  detuk  in  Holland,  studies,  Stodies,   pp.    1-391 ;    Westlake 

pp.  51-52.  Chapters,    pp.    33-36;    Walker, 

'  Be-edited  in  1877  by  Professor  History,  I.  pp.  249-277. 
Holland.  On  Qentilis,  see  Holland, 
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He  was  from  his  earliest  childhood  known  as  a 
*' wondrous  child"  on  account  of  his  marvellous 
intellectual  gifts  and  talents.  He  began  to  study 
law  at  Leyden  when  only  eleven  years  old,  and  at  the 
age  of  fifteen  he  took  the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Laws 
at  Orleans  in  France.  He  acquired  a  reputation,  not 
only  as  a  jurist,  but  also  as  a  Latin  poet  and  a 
philologist.  He  first  practised  as  a  lawyer,  but 
afterwards  took  to  politics  and  became  involved 
in  political  and  religious  quarrels  which  led  to  his 
arrest  in  j6i8  and  condemnation  to  prison  for  life. 
Li  1 62 1,  however,  he  succeeded  in  escaping  from 
prison  and  went  to  live  for  ten  years  in  France.  Li 
1634  he  entered  into  the  service  of  Sweden  and 
became  Swedish  Minister  in  Paris.  He  died  in  1635 
at  Eostock  in  Germany  on  his  way  home  from 
Sweden,  whither  he  had  gone  to  tender  his  resig- 
nation. 

Even  before  he  had  the  intention  of  writing  a 
book  on  the  Law  of  Nations  Grotius  took  an  interest  in 
matters  international.  For  in  1 609,  when  only  twenty- 
four  years  old,  he  published — anonymously  at  first — 
a  book  under  the  title  "  Mare  liberum,'  ^  in  which  he 
contended  that  the  open  sea  could  not  be  the  pro- 
perty of  any  State,  whereas  the  contrary  opinion  was 
generally  prevalent.^  But  it  was  not  before  fourteen 
years  later  that  Grotius  began,  during  his  exile  in 
France,  to  write  his  "  De  Jure  Belli  ac  Facis  libri  in.," 
which  was  published,  after  a  further  two  years,  in 
1625,  and  of  which  it  has  rightly  been  maintained 
that  no  other  book,  with  the  single  exception  of  the 
Bible,  has  ever  exercised  a  similar  influence  upon 
human  minds  and  matters.     The  whole  development 

^  See  details  with  regard  to  the    dom  of  the  open  sea  below,  SS  248* 
eontroverBy  concerning  the  free-    250. 
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of  the  modem  Law  of  Nations  itself  as  well  as  that  of 
the  science  of  the  Law  of  Nations  takes  root  from 
this  for  ever  famous  book.  Grotius's  intention  was 
originally  to  write  a  treatise  on  the  Law  of  War,  since 
the  cruelties  and  lawlessness  of  warfare  of  his  time 
incited  him  to  the  work.  But  thorough  investi- 
gation into  the  matter  led  him  further,  and  thus  he 
produced  a  system  of  the  Law  of  Nature  and  Nations. 
Li  the  introduction  he  speaks  of  many  of  the  authors 
before  him,  and  he  especially  quotes  Ayala  and 
Gtentilis.  Yet,  although  he  recognises  their  influence 
upon  his  work,  he  is  nevertheless  aware  that  his 
system  is  fundamentally  difierent  from  those  of  his 
forerunners.  There  was  in  truth  nothing  original  in 
Grotius's  start  from  the  Law  of  Nature  for  the  purpose 
of  deducing  therefrom  rules  of  a  Law  of  Nations. 
Other  writers  before  his  time,  and  in  especial 
Gentilis,  had  founded  their  works  upon  it.  But  no- 
body before  him  had  done  it  in  such  a  masterly  way 
and  with  such  a  felicitous  hand.  And  it  is  on  this 
account  that  Grotius  bears  not  only,  as  already  men- 
tioned, the  title  of  "  Father  of  the  Law  of  Nations,'* 
but  also  that  of  "  Father  of  the  Law  of  Nature." 

Grotius,  as  a  child  of  his  time,  could  not  help 
starting  from  the  Law  of  Nature,  since  his  intention 
was  to  find  such  rules  of  a  Law  of  Nations  as  were 
eternal,  unchangeable,  and  independent  of  the  special 
consent  of  the  single  States.  Long  before  Grotius, 
the  opinion  was  generally  prevalent  that  above  the 
positive  law,  which  had  grown  up  by  custom  or  by 
legislation  of  a  State,  there  was  in  existence  another 
law  which  had  its  roots  in  human  reason  and  which 
could  therefore  be  discovered  without  any  know- 
ledge of  positive  law.  This  law  of  reason  was  called 
Law  of  Nature  or  Natural  Law.     But  the  system  of 
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the  Law  of  Nature  which  Grotius  built  up  and  from 
which  he  started  when  he  commenced  to  build  up  the 
Law  of  Nations,  became  the  most  important  and 
gained  the  greatest  influence,  so  that  Grotius  appeared 
to  posterity  as  the  Father  of  the  Law  of  Nature  as 
well  as  that  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 

Whatever  we  may  nowadays  think  of  this  Law  of 
Nature,  the  fact  remains  unshaken  that  for  more  than 
two  hundred  years  after  Grotius  jurists,  philosophers, 
and  theologians  firmly  believed  in  it.  And  there  is 
no  doubt  that,  but  for  the  systems  of  the  Law  of 
Nature  and  the  doctrines  of  its  prophets,  the  modem 
Constitutional  Law  and  the  modem  Law  of  Nations 
would  not  be  what  they  actually  are.  The  Law  of 
Nature  supplied  the  crutches  with  whose  help  history 
has  taught  mankind  to  walk  out  of  the  institutions  of 
the  Middle  Ages  into  those  of  modem  times.  The 
modem  Law  of  Nations  in  especial  owes  its  very 
existence  to  the  theory  of  the  Law  of  Nature. 
Grotius  did  not  deny  that  there  existed  in  his  time 
already  a  good  many  customary  rules  for  the  inter- 
national conduct  of  the  States,  but  he  expressly  kept 
them  apart  from  those  rules  which  he  considered  the 
outcome  of  the  Li^w  of  Nature.  He  distinguishes, 
therefore,  between  the  natural  Law  of  Nations  on  the 
one  hand,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  customary  Law 
of  Nations,  which  he  calls  the  voluntary  Law  of 
Nations.  The  bulk  of  Grotius's  interest  is  concen- 
trated upon  the  natural  Law  of  Nations,  since  he 
considered  the  voluntary  of  minor  importance.  But 
nevertheless  he  does  not  quite  neglect  the  voluntary 
Law  of  Nations.  Although  he  mainly  and  chiefly 
lays  down  the  rules  of  the  natural  Law  of  Nations,  he 
always  mentions  also  voluntary  rules  concerning  the 
different  matters. 
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Grotius's  influence  was  soon  enormous  and  reached 
over  the  whole  of  Europe.  His  book  ^  went  through 
more  than  forty-five  editions,  and  many  translations 
have  been  published. 

§  54.  But  the  modem  Law  of  Nations  has  an-  Zonohe. 
other,  though  minor,  founder  besides  Ghrotius,  and 
this  is  an  Englishman,  Eichard  Zouche  (i  590-1 660), 
Professor  of  Civil  Law  at  Oxford  and  a  Judge  of 
the  Admiralty  Court.  A  prolific  writer,  the  book 
through  which  he  acquired  the  title  of  ^'Second 
founder  of  the  Law  of  Nations,"  appeared  in  1650 
and  bears  the  title:  ^* Juris  et  judicii  fecialis,  sive 
juris  inter  gentes,  et  quaestionum  de  eodem  expli- 
catio,  qua,  quae  ad  pacem  et  beUum  inter  diversos 
principes  aut  populos  spectant,  ex  praecipuis  histo- 
rico  jure  peritis  exhibentur."  This  little  book  has 
rightly  been  called  the  first  manual  of  the  posi- 
tive Law  of  Nations.  The  standpoint  of  Zouche  is 
totally  different  from  that  of  Grotius  in  so  far  as, 
according  to  him,  the  customary  Law  of  Nations  is 
the  most  impcnrtant  part  of  that  law,  although,  as  a 
child  of  his  time,  he  does  not  at  all  deny  the  existence 
of  a  natural  Law  of  Nations.  It  must  be  specially 
mentioned  that  Zouche  is  the  first  who  used  the  term 
jtM  inter  gentes  for  that  new  branch  of  law.  Grotius 
knew  very  well  and  says  that  the  Law  of  Nations  is 
a  law  between  the  States,  but  he  called  it  jus  gentium^ 
and  it  is  due  to  his  influence  that  until  Bentham  no- 
body called  the  Law  of  Nations  /ntemational  Law. 

The  distinction  between  the  natural  Law  of  Nations, 
chiefly  treated  by  Grotius,  and  the  customary  or 
voluntary  Law  of  Nations,  chiefly  treated  by  Zouche,^ 

^  See  BiTier  in   Holtzendorfi^  *  It  should  be  mentioned  that 

1. 1^.412.    The  last  English  trans-  already   before   Zonohe,  another 

latum  isthat  by  William  "Whewell  Englishman,  John  Selden,  in  his 

of  1854.  De    jure    natozali    et    gentium 
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gave  rise  in  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries 
to  three  different  schools  of  writers  on  the  Law  of 
Nations — ^namely,  the  '^  Naturalists/'  the  ^  Positivists/' 
and  the  "  Grotians/' 
TheNtiu.  §  55.  **  Naturalists,"  or  ^^Deniers  of  the  Law  of 
Nations,"  is  the  appellation  of  those  writers  who  deny 
that  there  is  any  positive  Law  of  Nations  whatever 
as  the  outcome  of  custom  or  treaties,  and  who 
maintain  that  all  Law  of  Nations  is  only  a  part  of  the 
Law  of  Nature.  The  leader  of  the  Naturalists  is 
Samuel  Fufendorf  (163  2- 1694),  who  occupied  the 
first  chair  which  was  founded  for  the  Law  of  Nature 
and  Nations  at  a  University — ^namely,  that  at  Heidel- 
berg. Among  the  many  books  written  by  Pufendorf, 
three  are  of  importance  for  the  science  of  Liter- 
national  Law: — (i)  "Elementa  jurisprudentiae  uni- 
versalis," 1666;  (2)  "  De  jure  naturae  et  gentium," 
1672;  (3)  *'De  officio  hominis  et  civis  juxta  legem 
naturalem,"  1673.  Starting  from  the  assertion  of 
Hobbes,  "De  Give,"  XIV.  4,  that  Natural  Law  is 
to  be  divided  into  Natural  Law  of  individuals  and  of 
States,  and  that  the  latter  is  the  Law  of  Nations, 
Fufendorf^  adds  that  outside  this  Natural  Law  of 
Nations  no  voluntary  or  positive  Law  of  Nations 
exists  which  has  the  force  of  real  law  (cpiod  quidem 
legisproprie  dictae  vim  habeat^  qwiegentea  tamquam  a 
superiore  profecta  stringat). 

The  most  celebrated  follower  of  Fufendorf  is  the 
German  philosopher  ChristianThomasius  (i  655-1 728), 
who  published  in    1688    his  "  Institutiones   juris- 

•eenndnm  diaoiplinam  ebraeorum  ooneemin^  questionB  of  maritime 

(1640),  reoogniflM  the  Importanoe  law  and  m  especial  prize  law, 

of  the  positive  Law  of  Natiomu  were  of  the  greatest  importanoe 

ThesoocesaorofZoaoheasaJndge  fortiie  development  of  maritime 

of    the    Admiralty    Court,    Sir  international  law. 

Leoline  Jenkins  (1625-1684)  ought  ^  De  jure  naturae  et  gentium, 

also  to  be  mentioned.  His  opinions  II.  0.  3,  {  22. 
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prudentiae  divinae,"  and  in  1 705  his  "  Fundamenta 
juris  naturae  et  gentium/'  Of  EngUsh  Naturalists  may 
be  mentioned  Francis  Hutcheson  ("  System  of  Moral 
Philosophy,"  1755)  and  Thomas  Eutherford  {'  *  Institutes 
of  Natural  Law  ;  being  the  Substance  of  a  Course  of 
Lectures  on  Grotius  read  in  St.  John's  College, 
Cambridge,"  1 754).  Jean  Barbeyrac  (i  674-1 744),  the 
learned  French  translator  and  commentator  of  the 
works  of  Ghrotius,  Pufendorf,  and  others,  and,  further, 
Jean  Jacques  Burlamaqui  (i  694-1 748),  a  native  of 
Geneva,  who  wrote  the  "  Principes  du  droit  de  la 
nature  et  des  gens,"  ought  likewise  to  be  mentioned. 

§  56.  The  **  Positivists  "  are  the  antipodes  of  the  The  Poai 
Naturalists.  They  include  all  those  writers  who,  in 
contradistinction  to  Hobbes  and  Pufendorf,  not  only 
defend  the  existence  of  a  positive  Law  of  Nations  as 
the  outcome  of  custom  or  international  treaties,  but 
consider  it  more  important  than  the  natural  Law  of 
Nations,  the  very  existence  of  which  some  of  the 
Positivists  deny,  thus  going  beyond  Zouche.  The 
positive  writers  had  not  much  influence  in  the  seven- 
teenth century,  during  which  the  Naturalists  and  the 
Gxotians  carried  the  day,  but  their  time  came  in  the 
eighteenth  century. 

Of  seventeenth-century  writers,  the  Germans  Eachel 
and  Textor  must  be  mentioned.  Eachel  published 
in  1676  his  two  dissertations,  "De  jure  naturae  et 
gentium,"  in  which  he  defines  the  Law  of  Nations  as 
the  law  to  which  a  plurality  of  free  States  are  sub- 
jected, and  which  comes  into  existence  through  tacit 
or  express  consent  of  these  States  {Jus  plurium 
liberalium  gentium  pacta  sive  placito  expressim  aut 
tacite  iniiumj  quo  utilitatis  gratia  sibi  in  vicem  ohli- 
gantur).  Textor  published  in  1680  his  "Synopsis 
juris  gentium." 

G  2 
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In  the  eighteenth  century  the  leadmg  Positivists, 
Bynkershoek,  Moser,  and  Martens,  gained  an  enormous 
influence. 

Cornelius  van  Bynkershoek  (i  673-1 743),  a  cele- 
brated Dutch  jurist,  never  wrote  a  treatise  on  the 
Law  of  Nations,  but  gained  fame  through  three  books 
dealing  with  different  parts  of  this  Law.  He  published 
in  1702  "De  dominio  maris,"  in  172 1  "De  foro 
legatorum,"  in  1737  "Quaestionum  juris  public! 
libri  n."  According  to  Bynkershoek  the  basis  of  the 
Law  of  Nations  is  the  common  consent  of  the  nations 
which  finds  its  expression  either  in  international 
custom  or  in  international  treaties. 

Johann  Jakob  Moser  (1701-1785),  a  German 
Professor  of  Law,  published  many  books  concerning 
the  Law  of  Nations,  of  which  three  must  be  mentioned : 
(i)  "Grundsatze  des  jetzt  Ublichen  Volkerrechts  in 
Friedenszeiten,"  1750;  (2)  "Grundsatze  des  jetzt 
Ublichen  Volkerrechts  in  Kriegszeiten,"  1752;  (3) 
"Versuch  des  neuesten  europaischen  Volkerrechts 
in  Friedens- und  Ejiegszeiten,"  1 777-1 780.  Moser's 
books  are  magazines  of  an  enormous  number  of  facts 
which  are  of  the  greatest  value  for  the  positive  Law 
of  Nations.  Moser  never  fights  against  the  Naturalists, 
but  he  is  totally  indifferent  towards  the  natural  Law 
of  Nations,  since  to  him  the  Law  of  Nations  is 
positive  law  only  and  based  on  international  custom 
and  treaties. 

Georg  Friedrich  von  Martens  (i 756-1 821),  Pro- 
fessor of  Law  in  the  University  of  Gottingen,  also 
published  many  books  concerning  the  Law  of  Nations. 
The  most  important  is  his  "  Precis  du  droit  des  gens 
modeme  de  TEurope,"  published  in  1789,  of  which 
William  Cobbett  published  in  1795  at  Philadelphia 
an  English  translation,   and  of  which   as    late  as 
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1864  appeared  a  new  edition  at  Paris  with  notes 
by  Charles  Yerg^.  Martens  began  the  celebrated 
collection  of  treaties  which  goes  under  the  title 
*^  Martens,  Becueil  des  Trait^s,"  and  is  continued  to 
our  days.^  The  influence  of  Martens  was  great, 
and  even  at  the  present  time  is  considerable.  He  is 
not  an  exclusive  Fositivist,  since  he  does  not  deny 
the  existence  of  natural  Law  of  Nations,  and  since  he 
sometimes  refers  to  the  latter  in  case  he  finds  a  gap 
in  the  positive  Law  of  Nations.  But  his  interest  is 
in  the  positive  Law  of  Nations,  which  he  builds  up 
historically  on  international  custom  and  treaties. 

§  57.  The  "Grotians"  stand  midway  between  the  The 
Naturalists  and  the  Positivists.  They  keep  up  the  ^">***"»- 
distinction  of  Ghrotius  between  the  natural  and  the 
voluntary  Law  of  Nations,  but,  in  contradistinction 
to  Grotius,  they  consider  the  positive  or  voluntary  of 
equal  importance  to  the  natural,  and  they  devote, 
therefore,  their  interest  to  both  alike.  Grotius's 
influence  was  so  enormous  that  the  majority  of  the 
authors  of  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries 
were  Gb'otians,  but  only  two  of  them  have  acquired  a 
European  reputation — namely,  Wolff*  and  Vattel. 

Christian  Wolff*  (1679- 17 54),  a  German  philosopher 
who  was  first  Professor  of  Mathematics  and  Philosophy 
in  the  Universities  of  Halle  and  Marburg  and  after- 
wards returned  to  HaUe  as  Professor  of  the  Law  of 
Nature  and  Nations,  was  seventy  years  of  age  when, 
in  1749,  he  published  his  "Jus  gentium  methodo 
scientifica  pertractatum."  Li  1750  followed  his 
'^  Tnstitutiones  juris  naturae  et  gentium."  Wolff^'s 
conception  of   the    Law  of   Nations  is  influenced 

^  Geoiff  Friedrioh  von  Martens  author  of  the  Oanses  calibres  de 
18  not  to  oe  confounded  wiih  hia  droit  des  gens  and  of  the  Guide 
nephew  Charles  de  Martens,  the    diplomatique. 
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by  his  conception  of  the  Cimtaa  gentium  maxima. 
llie  fact  that  there  is  a  Family  of  Nations  in  existence 
is  strained  by  Wolff  into  the  doctrine  that  the  totality 
of  the  States  forms  a  world-State  above  the  com- 
ponent member-States,  the  so-called  civitas  gentium 
mamma.  He  distmguishes  four  different  kinds  of 
Law  of  Nations — namely,  the  natural,  the  voliintary, 
the  customary,  and  that  which  is  expressly  created 
by  treaties.  The  latter  two  kinds  are  alterable,  and 
have  force  only  between  those  single  States  between 
which  custom  and  treaties  have  created  them.  But 
the  natural  and  the  voluntary  Law  of  Nations  are 
both  eternal,  unchangeable,  and  universally  binding 
upon  all  the  States.  Li  contradistinction  to  Orotius, 
who  calls  the  customary  Law  of  Nations  "  voluntary," 
Wolff  names  "  voluntary  "  those  rules  of  the  Law  of 
Nations  which  are,  according  to  his  opinion,  tacitly 
imposed  by  the  civitas  gentium  maaAmaj  the  world- 
State,  upon  the  member-States. 

Emerich  de  Vattel  (1714-1767),  a  Swiss  from 
Neuch&tel,  who  entered  into  the  service  of  Saxony 
and  became  her  Minister  at  Berne,  did  not  in  the 
main  intend  any  original  work,  but  undertook  the 
task  of  introducing  Wolff's  teachings  concerning  the 
Law  of  Nations  into  the  courts  of  Europe  and  to 
the  diplomatists.  He  published  in  1758  his  book, 
"  Le  droit  des  gens,  ou  principes  de  la  loi  naturelle 
appliques  k  la  conduite  et  aux  affaires-  des  Nations  et 
des  Souverains."  But  it  must  be  specially  mentioned 
that  Vattel  expressly  rejects  Wolff's  conception  of 
the  civitas  gentium  mMcima  in  the  preface  to  his 
book.  Numerous  editions  of  Vattel's  book  have 
appeared,  and  as  late  as  1863  Pradier-Fod^re  re-edited 
it  at  Paris.  An  English  translation  by  Chitty  ap- 
peared in  1834  and  went  through  several  editions. 
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His  influence  was  very  great,  and  in  diplomatic  circles 
his  book  still  enjoys  an  unshaken  authority. 

§  58.  Some  details  concerning  the  three  schools  of  Treatisei 
the  Naturalists,  Positivists,  and  Grotians  were  neces-  Kine^ 
sary  because  these  schools  are  still  in  existence.    I  do  ^^^eth 
not,  however,  intend  to  give  a  list  of  writers  on  special  Centanefc 
subjects,  and  the  following  list  of  treatises  comprises 
the  more  important  ones  only. 

(i)  British  Tbbatisbs. 

WiUiam  Oke  Manning :  Commentaries  on  the  Law  of  NaiionSi 

1S39 ;  new  ed.  by  Sheldon  Amos,  1875. 
Archer  Pohon :  Prinoiples  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  1848 ;  2nd 

ed.  1853. 
Bichard  WUdman :  Lisidtates  of  International  Law,  1850. 
Sir  Bobert  PhUUmore :  Commentaries  upon  International  Law, 

4  vols.,  1854-1861 ;  3rd  ed.  1879-1888. 
Sir  Travers  Ttviss :  The  Law  of  Nations,  etc.,  2  vols.  1861-1863 ; 

2nd  ed.  1875- 1884;  ]5Vench  translation,  1887-1889. 
Sheldon  Amos :  Lectures  on  International  Law,  1874. 
Sir  Edward  Shepherd  Creasy :  First  Platform  of  International 

Law,  1876. 
William  Edward  Hall :  Treatise  on  International  Law,  1880 ; 

5th  ed.  1904  (by  Atlay). 
Sir  Henry  Smmer  Maine :  International  Law,  1883 ;  and  ed. 

1894  (Whewell  Lectures,  not  a  treatise). 
James  Lorimer :  The  Institutes  of  International  Law,  2  vols. 

1883-1884 ;  French  translation  by  Nys,  1885. 
Le(me  Levi :  International  Law,  1888. 
T.  J.  Lawrence :  The  Principles  of  International  Law,  1895 ; 

3rd  ed.  1900. 
Thomas  Alfred  Walker',  A  Manual  of  Public  International 

Law,  1895. 
Sir  Sherston  Baker :  Mrst  Steps  in  International  Law,  1899. 
F.  E.  Smith :  International  Law,  1900.    (One  of  the  Temple 

Primers.) 
John  Westiake :  International  Law,  vol.  I.  (Peace)  1904. 

(2)  NoBTH  Ambbioan  Tbbatisbs. 

James  Kent :  Commentary  on  International  Law,  1826 ;  English 
edition  by  Abdy,  Cambridge,  1888. 
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Hmwy  Whsaton :  Elements  of  International  Law,  1836 ;  8ih 

American  ed.  by  Dana,  1866;  ^rd  English  ecL  by  Boyd, 

1889 ;  4tii  English  ed.  by  Atlay,  1904. 
Theodore  D.  WooUey :  Introdnotion  to  the  Study  of  International 

Law,  i860 ;  5th  ed.  1879. 
Hendry  W.  HaUeek :  International  Law,  2  vols.  1861 ;   3rd 

English  ed.  by  Sir  Sherston  Baker,  1993. 
Francis  Wharton:  A  Digest  of  the  International  Law  of  the 

United  States,  3  vols.,  1886.    (An  official  publication.) 
Oeorge  B.  Davis :  The  Elements  of  International  Law,  1887 ; 

revised  ed.  1899. 
Hamiis  Taylor:  A  Treatise  on  International  Public  Law,  1901. 

(3)  French  Tbbatisbs. 

Funck-Breniano  ei  Albert  Sorel :   Prteis  du  Droit  des  Oens, 

1877  ;  and  ed.  1894. 
P.  Pradier-Fodiri :  Tnit6  de  Droit  International  Public,  7  vols. 

1885-1897. 
Henry  BonjUs :  Manuel  de  Droit  International  Public,  1894 ; 

4th  ed.  by  Fanchille,  1904. 
Frante  Despagnet :  Gours  de  Droit  International  Public,  1894  ; 

and  ed.  1899. 
Bobert  PiAdeUkvre :  Prteis  de  Droit  International  Public,  2  vols. 

1894-1895. 

(4)  Obbman  Tbbatisbs. 

Theodor  Sehmdlz :  Europaisohes  Volkerrecht,  1816. 

Johann  Ludwig  EMber:  Droit  des  Oens  modeme,  1819; 
German  ed.  under  the  title  of  Europaisches  Volkerrecht  in 
1821 ;  last  Glerman  ed.  by  Morstadt  in  1851,  and  last  French 
ed.  by  Ott  in  1874. 

FrieArich   Saalfeld:    Handbuch   des  positiven  Volkerreohts, 

1833- 
August  WUhehn  Heffter:  Das   europaische  Volkerrecht  der 

Gegenwart,  1844 ;  8th  ed.  by  Geffcken,  1888 ;  French  trans- 
lations by  Bergson  in  185 1  and  Geffcken  in  1883. 

HeinrichBemhardOppenheim:  System  des  Volkerrechts,  1845 ; 
and  ed.  1866. 

Johann  Caspar  BhmtsohU:  Das  modeme  Volkerrecht  der 
dvilisirten  Staaten  als  Bechtsbuch  dargestellt,  1868;  3rd 
ed.  1878 ;  French  translation  by  Lardy,  1869 ;  5th  ed.  1895. 

Adolf  Ha/rtmann :  Institutionen  des  pnidischen  Volkerrechts 
in  Friedenszeiten,  1874 ;  and  ed.  1878. 
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FrcmB  van  HoUzendorffx  Handbuoh  des  VoIkerreohtBi  4  vols. 

1885-1889.    Holtzendorff  is  the  editor  and  a  contributor 

bat  there  are  many  other  oontribntorsu 
August  vcn  Btdmerincq :  Das  Volkerreoht,  1887. 
Earl  Oareis :   Institationen  des  Volkerreohts,  1888 ;  2nd  ed. 

1901. 
E.  UUmann:  Volkerreoht,  1898. 
Fram  von  Luet :  Das  Volkerrecht,  1898 ;  3rd  ed.  1900. 

(5)  Italian  Tbbatisbs. 

Luigi  Casanova:  Lezioni  di  diritto  intemazionale,  published 

after  the  death  of  the  author  by  Gabella,  1853 ;  3rd  ed.  by 

Brusai  1876. 
PasqucUe  Fiore:    Trattato  di  diritto  intemazionale   publico, 

1865  I  '^^  ed.  in  3  vols.  1879-1884 ;  French  translation  by 

Antoine,  1885. 
Oimeppe  CaimazzarAmari :  Trattato  di  diritto  intemazionale  di 

pace,  2  vols.  1867-1875  ;  French  translation  by  Montanari- 

Peyest,  1881. 
Antonio  del  Bon :  Institutioni  del  diritto  publico  intemazionale, 

1868. 
Giuseppe  Sandona :  Trattato  di  diritto  intemazionale  modemo, 

2  vols.  1870. 
Oian  Battisia  PertiUe:    Elementi  di  diritto   intemazionale, 

2  vols.  1877. 
Augusta  PieranUmi :  Trattato  di  diritto  intemazionale,  voL  I. 

1881.    (No  further  volume  has  appeared.) 

(6)  Spanish  and  Spanish- Ambbioan  Tbsatisbs. 

Andris  BeUo :  Prinoipioe  de  derecho  de  gentes  (intemacional) 

1832,  last  ed.  in  2  vols,  by  Silva,  1883. 
Josi  Maria  de  Pckndo:  Elementos  del  derecho  intemacional, 

published  after  the  death  of  the  author,  1843-1844. 
AnUmio  Biquehne :  Elementos  de  derecho  ptiblioo  intemacional 

etc. ;  2  vols.  1849. 
Carlos  Caivo:  Le  Droit  International  etc.  (first  edition  in 

Spanish,  following  editions  in  French),  1868 ;  5th  ed.  in 

6  vols.  1896. 
Amancio  Alccrta :  Gurso  de  derecho  intemacional  pAblico,  vol.  I. 

1886 ;  French  translation  by  Lehr,  1887. 
Marqvis  de  OUvart :  Trattato  y  notas  de  derecho  intemacional 

pdblico,  2  volSk  1887 ;  4th  ed.  1903. 
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Luis  Oesteso  y  Aooita :  Corso  de  dereoho  intemaoional  pAblioo, 

1894. 
Miguel  Cruchaga :  Nodones  de  dereoho  intemaoional,  1899 ; 

2nd  ed.  1902. 

(7)  Tbbatibbs  of  Authobs  of  othbb  Nationalftibs. 

Frederick    Kristian   Bomemann :    Forelassninger   over    den ' 
positiye  Folkeret,  1866. 

Friedrich  von  Ma/rtens :  Volkerreoht,  2  vols.  1883 ;  a  Oerman 
translation  by  Berghohm  of  the  Bussian  original.  A  French 
translation  in  3  vols,  appeared  in  the  same  year. 

Jan  Helema  Ferguson:  Manual  of  International  Law,  etc., 
2  vols.  1884.  The  author  is  Dutoh,  but  the  work  is  written 
in  English. 

Alphonse  Bivier:  Lehrbuoh  des  Volkerreohts,  1894;  2nd  ed. 
1899  and  the  larger  work  in  two  vols,  under  the  title: 
Prindpes  du  Droit  des  Oens,  1896.  The  author  of  these 
two  excellent  books  was  a  Swiss  who  taught  International 
Law  at  the  University  of  Brussels. 

H.  Matzen :  ForeliBsninger  over  den  positive  Folkeret,  1900. 

Ernest  Nys :  Le  droit  international,  vol.  I.  1894.  The  author 
of  this  exhaustive  treatise  is  a  Belgian  jurist  whose  researches 
in  the  history  of  the  science  of  the  Law  of  Nations  have 
gained  him  far-reaching  reputation.' 

The  §  59.  The  Science  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  as  left 

the  Law  by  the  French  Eevolution,  developed  progressively 
^  Suf^^  during  the  nineteenth  century  under  the  influence  of 
Nine-        three  factors.     The  first  factor  is  the  endeavour,  on 

teenth 

Centoiy,     the  whole  sincere,  of  the  Powers  since  the  Congress  of 

sento^by   Vienna  to  submit  to  the  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 

treatises.    The  sccoud  factor  is  the  many  law-making  treaties 

which  arose  during  this  century.    And  the  last,  but 

not  indeed  the  least  factor,  is  the  downfall  of  the 

theory  of  the  Law  of  Nature,  which  after  many 

^  This  volume  of  Nys  contains  treatises  as  well  as  monographs, 

in  its  pp.  251-328  an  exhaustive  and  I  have   mueh   pleasure   in 

enumeration  of  all  more  important  referring  my  readers  to  this  learned 

works    on    International     Law,  work. 


schenge  of  the  law  of  nations         gx 

hundreds  of  years  has  at  last  been  shaken  off  during 
the  second  half  of  this  century. 

When  the  century  opens,  the  three  schools  of  the 
Naturalists,  the  Fositivists,  and  the  Grotians  are  still 
in  the  field,  but  Positivism  gains  slowly  and  gradually 
the  upper  hand,  until  at  the  end  it  may  be  said  to  be 
victorious  >without,  however,  being  omnipotent.    The 
most  important  writer^  up  to  1836  is  Kltiber,  who 
may  be  called  a  Positivist  in  the  same  sense  as 
Martens,  for  he  also  applies  the  natural  Law  of 
Nations  to  fill  up  the  gaps  of  the  positive.     Wheaton 
appears  in  1 836  with  his  ^'  Elements,"  and,  although  an 
American,  at  once  attracts  the  attention  of  the  whole 
of  Europe.     He  may  be  called  a  Grotian.    And  the 
same  may  be  maintained  of  Manning,  whose  treatise 
appeared  in  1839,  and  is  the  first  that  attempts  a 
survey  of  British  practice  regarding  sea  warfare 
based  on  the  judgments  of  Sir  William  Scott  (Lord 
Stowell).     Hefiler,  whose  book  appeared  in  1844,  is 
certainly  a  Positivist,  although  he  does  not  absolutely 
deny  the  Law  of  Nature.     In  exact  application  of 
the  juristic  method,  Hefiler's  book  excels  all  former 
ones,  and  aU  the  following  authors  are  in  a  sense 
standing  on  his  shoulders.     In  Phillimore,  Great 
Britain  sends  in  1854  a  powerful  author  into  the 
arena,  who  may  on  the  whole  be  caUed  a  Positivist 
of  the  same  kind  as  Martens  and  ElUber.     Genera- 
tions to  come  will  consult  Phillimore's  volumes  on 
account  of  the  vast  material  they  contain  and  the 
sound  judgment  they  exhibit.      And  the  same  is 
valid  with  regard  to  Sir  Travers  Twiss,  whose  first 
volume  appeared  in    1861.     Halleck's  book,  which 

^  I  do  not  intend  to  disooM  the    ftuthora  of  the  most   important 
merits  of  the  writers  on  special    treatises, 
subjeots,  and  I  mention  only  the 
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appeared  in  the  same  year,  is  of  special  importance 
as  regards  war,  because  the  author,  who  was  a 
general  in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  gave  to 
this  part  his  special  attention.  The  next  prominent 
author,  the  Italian  Fiore,  who  published  his  system 
in  1865  and  may  be  called  a  Grotian,  is  certainly 
the  most  prominent  Italian  author,  and  the  new 
edition  of  his  work  will  for  a  long  time  to  come 
be  consulted.  Bluntschli,  the  celebrated  Swiss- 
German  author,  published  his  book  in  1867  ;  it  must, 
in  spite  of  the  world-wide  fame  of  its  author,  be  con- 
sulted with  caution,  because  it  contains  many  rules 
which  are  not  yet  recognised  rules  of  the  Law  of 
Nations.  Calvo^sbook,  which  first  appeared  in  1868, 
contains  an  invaluable  store  of  facts  and  opinions,  but 
its  juristic  basis  is  not  very  exact. 

From  the  seventies  of  the  century  the  influence 
of  the  downfall  of  the  theory  of  the  Law  of  Nature 
becomes  visible  in  the  treatises  on  the  Law  of 
Nations,  and  therefore  real  positivistic  treatises 
make  their  appearance.  For  the  Positivism  of 
Zouche,  Bynkershoek,  Martens,  Elttber,  Hefiler, 
Fhillimore,  and  Twiss  was  no  real  Positivism, 
since  these  authors  recognised  a  natural  Law  of 
Nations,  although  they  did  not  make  much  use  of  it. 
Beal  Positivism  must  entirely  avoid  a  natural  Law 
of  Nations.  We  know  nowadays  that  a  Law  of 
Nature  does  not  exist.  Just  as  the  so-called  Natural 
Philosophy  had  to  give  way  to  real  natural  science, 
so  the  Law  of  Nature  had  to  give  way  to  juris- 
prudence, or  the  philosophy  of  the  positive  law. 
Only  a  positive  Law  of  Nations  can  be  a  branch  of 
the  science  of  law. 

The  first  real  positive  treatise  known  to  me  is 
Hartmann's  "  Institutionen  des  praktischen  Vblker- 
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rechtsin  Friedenszeiten,"  which  appeared  in  1874,  but 
is  hardly  known  outside  Germany.  In  1880  Hall's 
treatise  appeared  and  at  once  won  the  attention  of 
the  whole  world ;  it  is  one  of  the  best  books  on  the 
Law  of  Nations  that  have  ever  been  written.^  The 
Bussian  Martens,  whose  two  volumes  appeared  in 
German  and  French  translations  in  1883  and  at  once 
put  their  author  in  the  forefront  of  the  authorities, 
certainly  intends  to  be  a  real  Fositivist,  but  traces  of 
Natural  Law  are  nevertheless  now  and  then  to  be 
found  in  his  book.  A  work  of  a  special  kind  is  that 
of  Holtzendorff,  the  first  volume  of  which  appeared 
in  1885.  Holtzendorff  himself  is  the  editor  and  at 
the  same  time  a  contributor  to  the  work,  but  there 
are  many  other  contributors,  each  of  them  dealing 
exhaustively  with  a  different  part  of  the  Law  of 
Nations.  The  copious  work  of  Fradier-Fod^r^, 
which  also  began  to  appear  in  1885,  is  far  from  being 
positive,  although  it  has  its  merits.  Wharton's 
three  volumes,  which  appeared  in  1886,  are  not 
a  treatise,  but  contain  the  international  practice  of 
the  United  States.  Li  1894  three  French  jurists, 
Bonfils,  Despagnet,  and  Pi6deli6vre,  step  into  the 
arena;  their  treatises  are  comprehensive  and  valu- 
able, but  not  absolutely  positive.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  English  authors  Lawrence  and  Walker, 
whose  treatises  appeared  in  1895,  and  Westlake, 
whose  first  volume  appeared  in  1 904,  are  real  Fositi- 
vists,  and  so  are  the  Swiss-Belgian  Eivier,  the  Germans 
TJllmann,  Liszt,  and  Gareis,  and  the  American  Hannis 
Taylor. 

^  Lorimer,  whose  first  volume  appeared  in  1883,  is  a  Naturalist  pure 
and  simple. 
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§  60.    COLLECTION  OF  TBEATIEB. 

(l)   GeNEBAIi  CoIiIiEOTIONB. 

LeibnUz :  Codex  iaris  gentium  diplomaticns  (1693) ;  Mantissa 
oodiois  ioris  gentium  diplomatici  (1700), 

Bernard :  Beoueil  des  traitdSi  eto,  4  vols.  (1700). 

Dumont:  Corps  universel  diplomatique,  eto.,  8  vols.  (1726- 

1730- 
Bousaet:    Supplement   au    coips   universel    diplomatique  de 

Dumont,  5  vols.  (1739). 

Schnuvusa :  Corpus  iuris  gentium  academicum  (1730). 

Wenck:  Codex  iuris  gentium  recentissimi,  3  vols.  (1781,  1786, 
1795)- 

Mortem :  Beoueil  de  Traitds  d'Allianoe,  etc.,  8  vols,  (i  791-1808) ; 
Nouveau  Beoueil  de  Trait^s  d'Allianoe,  etc.,  16  vols.  (1817- 
1842) ;  Nouveauz  Supplements  au  Beoueil  de  Trait^s  et 
d'autres  Aotes  remarquables  etc.,  3  vols.  (i839>i842); 
Nouveau  Beoueil  G^ndral  de  Trait^s,  Conventions  et  autres 
Aotes  remarquables  etc.,  20  vols.  (1843-1875);  Nouveau 
Beoueil  G^ndral  de  Trait^s  et  autres  Actes  relatifs  aux 
Bapports  de  droit  international.  Deuxi^me  S^rie,  vol.  I. 
1876,  continued  up  to  date.  Present  editor,  Felix  Stoerk, 
professor  in  the  University  of  Greifswald  in  Germany. 

Ohilla/ny :  Diplomatisches  Handbuch,  3  vols.  (1855-1868). 

Martens  et  Oussy:  Beoueil  manuel  etc.,  7  vols.  (1846-1857); 
continuation  by  Geffcken,  3  vols.  (1885-1888). 

British  and  Foreign  State  Papers :  Vol.  I.  1814,  continued  up 
to  date. 

Das  Staatsarchiv :  Sammlung  der  ofiSciellen  Aotenstuoke  zur 
Gesohichte  der  Gegenwart,  vol.  I.  1861,  continued  up  to 
date. 

Archives  diplomatiques :  Beoueil  mensuel  de  droit  international, 
de  diplomatic  et  d'histoire,  first  and  second  series  (i86i~ 
1900),  third  series  from  1901  continued  up  to  date  (4  vols* 
yearly). 

(2)   CoUiECTIONS   OF   ENGLISH   TbBATIBS   ONLY. 

Jenkinson :  Collection  of  all  the  Treaties,  etc.,  between  Great 
Britain  and  other  Powers  from  1648  to  1783,  3  vols.  (1785), 
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Chalmers :  A  Colleotion  of  Maritime  TreaiieB  of  Great  Britain 
and  other  Powers,  a  vols.  (1790). 

Hertslet:  Collection  of  Treaties  and  Conventions  between 
Great  Britain  and  other  Powers  (vol.  1. 1820,  continued  to 
date). 

TracUy  Series :  Vol.  1. 1892,  and  a  volume  every  year. 


§61.    BIBLIOGBAPHIES. 

Ompteda:    litteratui*   des   gesammten  Volkerrechts,  2  vols. 

(178s). 
Kamptz :  Neue  Litteratur  des  Volkerreohts  seit  1784  (1817). 
KlUbef'.    Droit  des  gens   modeme   de  I'Europe    (Appendix) 

(1819). 
Mohli  Gteschichte  und  Litteratur  der  Staatswissenschaften, 

voL  L  pp.  337-475  (1855). 

Bivier :  pp.  393-523  of  vol.  I.  of  HoltsendorfTs  Handbuch  des 
Volkerrechts  (1885). 

Stoerk:  Die  Litteratur  des  intemationalen  Beohts  von  1884- 
1894  (1896). 

OUoaH:   Catalogue  d'une  biblioth6que  de  droit  international 
(1899). 

Nys :  Le  droit  international,  voL  I.  (1904),  pp.  213-328. 
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CHAPTER  I 

INTERNATIONAL  PEBSONS 

I 

Sovereign  States  as  International  Persons 

Yafttel,  I.  SS  1-12— Hall,  $  i— Lawrence,  $  42— Phillimore,  L  $$  61-69 
— TwiBB,  L  5$  i-i  I —Taylor,  J  117— Walker,  $  i— Westlake,  I. 
pp.  1-5,  20-21 — ^Wheaton,  fS  16-21 — UUmaim,  $  10— HefEter,  {15 
— Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  11.  pp.  5-1 1 — Bonfila,  Nos.  160-164 
— Despagnei,  Nob.  69-74 — Pradier-Fod^r^,  I.  Nos.  43-81 — ^Nys,  I. 
pp.  329-356— Rivier,  1.  S  3 — Calvo,  1.  S$  39-41— Fiore,  I.  Nos.  305- 
309— Martena,  I.  5S  53-54- 

/    §  63.   The  conception  of  International  Persons  is  ^^  •"d 
/  derived  from  the  conception  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  interna- 
As  this  law  is  the  body  of  rules  which  the  civilised  K-s. 
States  consider  legally  binding  in  their  intercourse, 
every  State  which  belongs  to  the  civilised  States,  and 
is,  therefore,   a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations, 
is  an  International  Person.     Sovereign    States  ex- 
clusively are  International  Persons — ^i.e.  subjects  of 
International  Law.    There  are,  however,  as  will  be 
seen,  full  and  not-full  Sovereign  States.     Pull  Sove- 
reign States    are  perfect,  not-full  Sovereign  States 
are    imperfect    International   Persons,   for   not-full 
Sovereign  States  are  for  some  parts  only  subjects  of 
International  Law. 

In  contradistinction  to  Sovereign  States  which  are 
real,  there  are  also  apparent,  but  not  real,  Inter- 
national Persons — namely.  Confederations  of  States, 
insurgents  recognised  as  a  belligerent  Power  in  a 
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civil  war,  and  the  Holy  See.  All  these  are  not,  as 
will  be  seen,^  real  subjects  of  International  Law,  but 
in  some  points  are  treated  as  though  they  were  Inter- 
national Persons,  without  becoming  thereby  members 
of  the  Family  of  Nations. 

It  must  be  specially  mentioned  that  the  character 
of  a  subject  of  the  Law  of  Nations  and  of  an  Inter- 
national Person  can  be  attributed  neither  to  mon- 
archs,  diplomatic  envoys,  and  private  individuals, 
nor  ^  cLtered  companies,  nations,  or  races  afte^ 
the  loss  of  their  State  (as,  for  instance,  the  Jews  or 
the  Poles),  and  organised  wandering  tribes.^ 
Conoep.  §  64.  A  State  proper — in  contradistinction  to  so- 
Btote/  ^  called  Colonial  States — ^is  in  existence  when  a  people 
is  settled  in  a  country  under  its  own  Sovereign 
Government.  The  conditions  which  must  obtain  for 
the  existence  of  a  State  are  therefore  four : 

There  must,  first,  be  a  people.  A  people  is  an 
aggregate  of  individuals  of  both  sexes  who  live 
together  as  a  community  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
they  may  belong  to  different  races  or  creeds,  or  be 
of  different  colour. 

There  must,  secondly,  be  a  country  in  which  the 
people  has  settled  down.  A  wandering  people,  such 
as  the  Jews  were  whilst  in  the  desert  for  forty  years 
before  their  conquest  of  the  Holy  Land,  is  not  a  State. 
But  it  matters  not  whether  the  country  is  small  or 
large;  it  may  consist,  as  with  City  States,  of  one 
town  only. 

There  must,  thirdly,  be  a  Government — that  is,  one 

^  Bee  below,  §  88  (Confederations  of  subjects  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 

of  States),  §  106  (Holy  See),  and  and  Lawrence  (${  42, 54, 55)  claims 

VoL  n.  {$  59  and  76  (Insurgents),  that  character  for  corporations  and 

*  Most  jttrists  agree  wi&  this  individuals.     The  matter  will  be 

opinion,  but  there  are  some  who  discussed  below  in  ${  288,  290 

disagree.      Thus,  Hefiter  ($  48)  344, 384. 
claims  for  monarohs  the  character 
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or  more  persons  who  are  the  representatives  of  the 
people  and  rule  according  to  the  law  of  the  land. 
An  anarchistic  community  is  not  a  State. 

There  must,  fourthly  and  lastly,  be  a  Sovereign 
Government.  Sovereignty  is  supreme  authority,  an 
authority  which  is  independent  of  any  other  earthly 
authority.  Sovereignty  in  the  strict  and  narrowest  r  y 
sense  of  the  term  includes,  therefore,  independence  ' 
all  round,  within  and  without  the  borders  of  the 
country. 

§  65.  A  State  in  its  normal  appearance  does  Not-ftiU 
possess  independence  all  round  and  therefore  full  sta^^ 
sovereignty.  Yet  there  are  States  in  existence  which 
certainly  do  not  possess  full  sovereignty,  and  are 
therefore  named  not-full  Sovereign  States.  All  such 
States  as  are  under  the  suzerainty  or  under  the 
protectorate  of  another  State  or  are  member-States 
of  a  so-called  Federal  State,  belong  to  this  group. 
All  of  them  possess  supreme  authority  and  inde- 
pendence with  regard  to  a  part  of  the  tasks  of  a  State, 
whereas  with  regard  to  another  part  they  are  under 
the  authority  of  another  State.  Hence  it  is  that  the 
question  is  disputed  whether  such  not-fuU  Sovereign 
States  can  be  International  Persons  and  subjects  of 
the  Law  of  Nations  at  all.^ 

That  they  cannot  be  full,  perfect,  and  normal  sub- 
jects of  International  Law,  there  is  no  doubt.     But 
it  is  wrong  to  maintain  that  they  can  have  no  inter-     ^ 
national  position  whatever  and  can  never  be  members  ^ 
of  the  Family  of  Nations  at  all.    K  we  look  at  the 

*  The  question  will  be  diBonssed  sidered  as  International  Persons 

again  beloWt  $$  ^i  9^9  93>  with  at  all.     Westlake,  I.  p.  21,  an-       / 

regard  to  each  kind  of   not-foll  swers  it  affirmatively  by  stating :  I  / 

Sovereijjn  States.     The  object  of  **  It  is  not  necessary  for  a  State  to/ 

discussion   here  is  the    qaestion  be  independent  in  order  to  be  a 

whether  sach  States  can  he  con-  State  of  International  Law." 
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matter  as  it  really  stands,  we  observe  that  they 
actually  often  enjoy  in  many  points  the  rights  and 
fulfil  in  other  points  the  duties  of  International 
Persons.  They  often  send  and  receive  diplomatic  1  / 
( I  envoys  or  at  least  consuls,  they  often  conclude  com-  ' 
mercial  or  other  international  treaties,  their  monarchs 
enjoy  the  privileges  which  according  to  the  Law  of 
Nations  the  Municipal  Laws  of  the  difierent  States 
must  grant  to  the  monarchs  of  foreign  States.  No 
other  explanation  of  these  and  similar  facts  can  be 
given  except  that  these  not-full  Sovereign  States  are 
J[  in  some  way  or  another  International  Persons  and 
subjects  of  International  Law.  Such  imperfect  Inter- 
national Personality  is,  of  course,  an  anomaly ;  but  j 
the  very  existence  of  States  without  full  sovereignty  is  ^ 
an  anomaly  in  itself.  And  history  teaches  that  States 
without  full  sovereignty  have  no  durability,  since 
they  either  gain  in  time  fuU  sovereignty  or  disappear 
totally  as  separate  States  and  become  mere  provinces 
of  other  States.  So  anomalous  are  these  not-fuU 
Sovereign  States  that  no  hard  and  fast  general  rule 
can  be  laid  down  with  regard  to  their  position  within 
the  Family  of  Nations,  since  everything  depends  upon 
the  special  case.  What  may  be  said  in  general  con- 
cerning all  the  States  without  full  sovereignty  is  that 
their  position  within  the  Family  of  Nations,  if  any,  is 
always  more  or  less  overshadowed  by  other  States. 
But  their  partial  character  of  International  Persons 
comes  clearly  to  light  when  they  are  compared  with 
so-called  Colonial  States,  such  as  the  Dominion  of 
Canada  or  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia.  Colonial 
States  have  no  international  position  whatever ;  they 
are,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 
nothing  else  than  colonial  portions  of  the  mother 
country,  although  they  enjoy  perfect  self-government. 
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and  may  therefore  in  a  sense  be  called  States.  The 
deciding  factor  is  that  their  Governor,  who  has  a 
veto  J  is  appointed  by  the  mother  country,  and  that 
the  Parliament  of  the  mother  country  could  with* 
draw  self-government  from  its  Cblonial  States  and 
legislate  directly  for  them. 

§  66.  The  distinction  between  States  fall  Sovereign  WtW- 
and  not-fuU  Sovereign  is  based  upon  the  opinion  that  sove^ 
sovereignty  is  divisible,  so  that  the  powers  connected  J^,^S[ed. 
with  sovereignty  need  not  necessarily  be  united  in 
one  hand.     But  many  jurists  deny  the  divisibility  of  I     / 
sovereignty  and  maintain  that  a  State  is  either  sove-  \ 
reign  or  not.    They  dety  that  sovereignty  is  a  charac- 
teristic of  every  State  and  of  the  membership  of  the 
Family  of  Nations.     It  is  therefore  necessary  to  face 
the  conception  of  sovereignty  more  closely.    And  it^ 
will  be  seen  that  there  exists  perhaps  no  conception' 
the  meaning  of  which  is  more  controversial  than  that 
of  sovereignty.     It  is  an  indisputable  fact  that  this^ 
conception,  from  the  moment  when  it  was  introduced 
into  political  science  until  the  present  day,  has  never 
had  a  meaning  which  was  universally  agreed  upon.^ 

§  67.  The  term  Sovereignty  was  introduced  into  ^^*J*^ 
political  science  by  Bodin  in  his  celebrated  book,  reignty  in 
"De    la    E^publique,"    which    appeared    in    1577.  Soitihand 
Before  Bodin,  at  the  end  of  the  Middle  Ages,  the  word  ^^^ 
aouverain^   was  used  in  France  for  an  authority,  Oentanes. 
political  or  other,  which  had  no   other  authority 
above  itself.     Thus  the  highest  courts  were  called 

^       ^  The    literaiore    npon    sove-  Rousseau,    1900;    Rehm,  AUge- 

I     reignty  is  extensive.    The  foUow-  meine  Staatslehre,  1899,  {$  io-i6. 

I     ing  aathars  give  a  survey  of  the  See   also  Maine,  Early   Instita- 

opinions  of  the  different  writers : —  tions,  pp.  342-300. 

Dock,   Der    Sonveranitftts-beeriff  '  Sou/oercwn  is   derived  either 

von  Bodin  bis  zn  Ftiedrich  dem  from   the   Latin    MfparaniM,  or 

Grossen,  1897;  Merriam,  History  from  iuprema  potestat^ 
of  the  Theory  of  Sovereignty  since 
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Coura  Souveraina.  Bodin,  however,  gave  quite  a  new 
meaning  to  the  old  conception.  Being  under  the 
influence  and  in  favour  of  the  policy  of  centralisa- 
tion initiated  by  Louis  XI.  of  fVance  (1461-1483), 
the  founder  of  French  absolutism,  he  defined  sove- 
reignty as  *^the  absolute  and  perpetual  power 
within  a  State."  Such  power  is  the  supreme  power 
within  a  State  without  any  restriction  whatever  except 
the  Commandments  of  God  and  the  Law  of  Nature. 
No  constitution  can  Ihnit  sovereignty,  which  is  an 
attribute  of  the  king  in  a  monarchy  and  of  the 
people  in  a  democracy.  A  Sovereign  is  above  posi- 
tive law.  A  contract  only  is  binding  upon  the 
Sovereign,  because  the  Law  of  Nature  commands 
that  a  contract  shall  be  binding.^ 

The  conception  of  sovereignty  thus  introduced 
was  at  once  accepted  by  writers  on  politics  of  the 
sixteenth  century,  but  the  majority  of  these  writers 
taught  that  sovereignty  could  be  restricted  by  a  con- 
stitution and  by  positive  law.  Thus  at  once  a 
somewhat  weaker  conception  of  sovereignty  than 
that  of  Bodin  made  its  appearance.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  seventeenth  century,  Hobbes  went  even 
beyond  Bodin,  maintaining^  that  a  Sovereign  was 
not  bound  by  anything  and  had  a  right  over  every- 
thing, even  over  reUgion.  Whereas  a  good  many 
publicists  followed  Hobbes,  others,  especially  Pufen- 
dorf,  denied,  in  contradistinction  to  Hobbes,  that 
sovereignty  includes  omnipotence.  According  to 
Pufendorf,  sovereignty  is  the  supreme  power  in  a 
State,  but  not  absolute  power,  and  sovereignty  may 
well  be  constitutionally  restricted.^    But  in  spite  of 

^  See  Bodin,  De  la  republiqne,    §§  12-15. 
1.0.8.  '  See  PofendorfyDe  jure  naturae 

»  See  Hobbes,  DeJ  cive,  c.  6,    et  gentium,  VII.  0.  6,  JS  1-13. 
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all  the  differences  in  defining  sovereignty,  all  authors 
of  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  centuries  agree  that 
sovereignty  is  indivisible  and  contains  the  centralisa- 
tion of  an  power  in  the  hands  of  the  Sovereign, 
whether  a  monarch  or  the  people  itself  in  a  republic. 
Yet  the  way  for  another  conception  of  sovereignty 
is  prepared  by  Locke,  whose  "Two  Treatises  on 
Government"  appeared  in  1689,  and  paved  the  way 
for  the  doctrine  that  the  State  itself  is  the  original 
Sovereign,  and  that  all  supreme  powers  of  the 
Gk)vermnent  are  derived  from  this  sovereignty  of  the 
State. 

§  68.  In  the  eighteenth  century  matters  changed  Meaning 
again.    The  fact  that  the  several  himdred  reigning  S^^" 
princes  of  the  member-States  of  the  German  Empire  ^^ 
had  practically,  although  not  theoretically,  become  teenth 
more  or  less    independent    since   the  Westphalian        °^* 
Peace,   enforced    the  necessity  upon    publicists  to 
recognise  a  distinction  between  an  absolute,  perfect, 
full  sovereignty,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other, 
a  relative,   imperfect,   not-full  or  half-sovereignty. 
Absolute  and    full   sovereignty   was   attributed   to 
those  monarchs  who  enjoyed  an  unqualified  inde- 
pendence within  and  without  their  States.     Eelative 
and  not-full  sovereignty,   or   half-sovereignty,   was 
attributed  to  those  monarchs  who  were,  in  various 
points  of  internal  or  foreign  afiairs  of  State,  more  or 
less  dependent  upon  other  monarchs.     By  this  dis- 
tinction the  divisibility  of  sovereignty  was  recognised. 
And  when  in  1787  the  United  States  of  America 
turned  from  a  Confederation  of  States  into  a  Federal 
State,  the  division  of  sovereignty  between  the  Sove- 
reign Federal  State  and  the  Sovereign  member-States 
appeared.     But  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  divisi- 
bility of  sovereignty  was  universally  recognised  in 
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the    eighteenth    century.     It    suffices    to    mention 
Bousseau,  whose   ^^Cbntrat    Social"    appeared    in 
1762  and  defended  again  the  indivisibility  of  sove- 
reignty.    Bousseau's    conception  of  sovereignty  is 
essentially  that  of  Hobbes,  since  it  contains  absolute 
supreme  power,  but  he  differs  from  Hobbes  in  so  far 
as,  according  to  Bousseau,  sovereignty  belongs  to 
the  people  only  and  exclusively,  is  inalienable,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  transferred  from  the  people  to 
any  organ  of  the  State. 
Meaning        §69.  During  the  nineteenth    century  three  dif- 
reigntyin  fcrcut  factors  of  great  practical  importance  have 
toenSi"^    exercised  their  influence  on  the  history  of  the  con- 
Oentury.     ception  of  Sovereignty. 

The  first  factor  is,  that,  with  the  exception  of 
Bussia,  all  civilised  Christian  monarchies  have  now 
turned  into  more  or  less  constitutional  monarchies. 
Thus  identification  of  sovereignty  with  absolutism 
belongs  practically  to  the  past,  and  the  fact  is  now 
generally  recognised  that  a  sovereign  monarch  may 
well  be  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  his  powers  by  a 
Constitution  and  positive  law. 

The  second  factor  is,  that  the  example  of  a  Federal 
State  set  by  the  United  States  has  been  followed  by 
Switzerland,  Germany,  and  others.  The  Constitution 
of  Switzerland  as  well  as  that  of  Germany  declares 
decidedly  that  the  member-States  of  the  Federal 
State  remain  Sovereign  States,  thus  indirectly  recog- 
nising the  divisibility  of  sovereignty  between  the 
member-States  and  the  Federal  State  according  to 
different  matters. 

The  third  and  most  important  factor  is,  that  the 
science  of  politics  has  learned  to  distinguish  between 
sovereignty  of  the  State  and  sovereignty  of  the  organ 
which    exercises    the   powers  of  the  State.      The 
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majority  of  publicists  teach  nowadays  that  neither 
the  monarch,  nor  Parliament,  nor  the  people  is 
originally  Sovereign  in  a  State,  but  the  State  itself. 
Sovereignty,  we  say  nowadays,  is  a  natural  attribute 
of  every  State  as  a  State.  But  a  State,  as  a  Juristic 
Person,  wants  organs  to  exercise  its  powers.  The 
organ  or  organs  which  exercise  for  the  State 
powers  coimected  with  sovereignty  are  said  to  be 
sovereign  themselves,  yet  it  is  obvious  that  this 
sovereignty  of  the  organ  is  derived  from  the  sove-^^ 
reignty  of  the  State.  And  it  is  likewise  obvious  that 
the  sovereignty  of  a  State  may  be  exercised  by  the 
combined  action  of  several  organs,  as,  for  instance, 
in  Great  Britain,  King  and  Parliament  are  the  joint 
administrators  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  State.  And 
it  is,  thirdly,  obvious  that  a  State  can,  as  regards 
certain  matters,  have  its  sovereignty  exercised  by 
one  organ,  and  as  regards  other  matters  by  another 
organ. 

In  spite  of  this  condition  of  things,  the  old  contro- 
versy regarding  divisibility  of  sovereignty  has  by 
no  means  died  out.  It  acquired  a  fresh  stimulus, 
on  the  one  hand,  through  Switzerland  and  Germany 
turning  into  Federal  States,  and,  on  the  other,  through 
the  conflict  between  the  United  States  of  America 
and  her  Southern  member-States.  The  theory  of  the 
concurrent  sovereignty  of  the  Federal  State  and  its 
member-States,  as  defended  by  "The  Federalist"  \ 
(Alexander  Hamilton,  James  Madison,  and  John  Jay) 
in  1787,  was  in  Germany  taken  up  by  Waitz,^  whom 
numerous  publicists  followed.  The  theory  of  the  / 
indivisibility  of  sovereignty  was  defended  by  Cal- 
houn,* and  many  European  publicists  followed  him 
in  time. 

1  Politik,  1862.  '  A  DiBqaimtion  on  Govemmenti  185 1. 
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Bflsoliof 
theCon- 
troveny 
regarding 
Sove- 
reignty* 


§  70.  From  the  foregoing  sketch  of  the  history  of 
the  conception  of  sovereignty  it  becomes  apparent 
that  there  is  qot  and  never  was  unanimity  regarding 
this  conception.  It  is  therefore  no  wonder  that  the 
endeavour  has  been  made  to  eliminate  the  conception 
of  sovereignty  from  the  science  of  politics  altogether, 
and  Hkewise  to  eliminate  sovereignty  as  a  necessary 
characteristic  of  statehood,  so  that  States  with  and 
without  sovereignty  would  in  consequence  be  dis- 
tinguishable. It  is  a  fact  that  sovereignty  is  a  term 
used  without  any  well-recognised  meaning  except 
that  of  supreme  authority.  Under  these  circumstances 
those  who  do  not  want  to  interfere  in  a  mere  scholastic 
controversy  must  cling  to  the  facts  of  life  and  the 
practical,  though  abnormal  and  illogical,  condition  of  . 
affairs.  As  there  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  fact 
that  there  are  semi-independent  States  in  existence,  it 
may  well  be  maintained  that  sovereignty  is  divisible^ 
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Hall,  {{  2  and  26 — Lawrence,  $S  56-60 — ^Phillimore,  11.  $S  10-23 — 
Taylor,  JJ  153-160— Walker,  J  i— Wesdake,  I.  pp.  49-58— AVheaton, 
{  27— BlantBohli,  S{  28-38— Hartmann,  {  1 1— Hefffcer,  {  23— Holt- 
zendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  II.  pp.  18-33 — ^Liszt,  {  5 — Ullmann, 
JJ  20-21 — BonfilB,  Nob.  195-213 — Despagnet,  Nos.  79-85— Pradier- 
Fod^r^,  I.  N08.  136-145— Nys,  I.  pp.  69-115— Rivier,  I.  J  3— 
Calvo,  I.  K  87-98— Fiore,  I,  Nos.  31 1-320— Martens,  I.  SS  63-64— 
Le  Normand,  "La  reconnaissance  Internationale  et  ses  diverses 
applications  "  (1899). 

§  71.  As  the  basis  of  the  Law  of  Nations  is  the 
common  consent  of  the  civilised  States,  statehood 
alone  does  not  include  membership  of  the  Family  of 
Nations.  There  are  States  in  existence,  although  their 
number  decreases  gradually,  which  are  not,  or  not 
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fully,  members  of  that  family  because  their  civilisation, 
if  any,  does  not  enable  them  and  their  subjects  to 
act  in  conformity  with  the  principles  of  International 
Law.  Those  States  which  are  members  are  either 
original  members  because  the  Law  of  Nations  grew 
up  gradually  between  them  through  custom  and 
treaties,  or  they  are  members  which  have  been  re- 
cognised by  the  body  of  members  already  in  exist- 
ence when  they  were  bom.^  For  every  State  that 
is  not  already,  but  wants  to  be,  a  member,  recogni- 
tion is  therefore  necessary.  A  State  is  and  becomes 
an  International  Person  through  recognition  only  and 
exclusively. 

Many  writers  do  not  agree  with  this  opinion. 
They  maintain  that,  if  a  new  civilised  State  comes 
into  existence  either  by  breaking  off  from  an  existing 
recognised  State,  as  Belgium  did  in  1 831,  or  other- 
wise, such  new  State  enters  of  rk^ht  into  the  Family 
of  Nations  and  becomes  of  rig^  an  Intemation^ 
Person.^  They  do  not  deny  that  practically  such 
recognition  is  necessary  to  enable  every  new  State 
to  enter  into  official  intercourse  with  other  States. 
Yet  they  assert  that  theoretically  every  new  State 
becomes  a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations  ipso 
facto  by  its  rising  into  existence,  and  that  recognition 
supplies  only  the  necessaiy  evidence  for  this  fact. 

If  the  real  facts  of  international  life  are  taken  into 
consideration,  this  opinion  cannot  stand.  It  is  a  rule 
of  International  Law  that  no  new  State  has  a  right 
towards  other  States  to  be  recognised  by  them,  and 
that  no  State  has  the  duty  to  recognise  a  new  State. 
It  is  generally  agreed  that  a  new  State  before  its 
recognition  cannot  claim  any  right  which  a  member 

^  See  above,  {f  27  and  28.  and  26;  Ullmann,  S  20;  Gareisi 

*  See,  for  instanoei  Hall,  Sf  2    p.  64 ;  Bivier,  I.  p.  57. 
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of  the  Family  of  Nations  has  towards  other  members. 
It  can,  therefore,  not  be  seen  what  the  fimction  of 
recoghition  could  be  if  a  State  entered  with  its  birth 
really  of  right  into  the  membership  of  the  Family  of 
Nations.  There  is  no  doubt  that  statehood  itself  is 
independent  of  recognition.  International  Law  does 
not  say  that  a  State  is  not  in  existence  as  long  as  it 
is  not  recognised,  but  it  takes  no  notice  of  it  before 
its  recognition.  Through  recognition  only  and  ex- 
clusively a  State  becomes  an  International  Person 
and  a  subject  of  International  Law. 
Mode  of  §72.  Eecognition  is  the  act  through  which  it 
Stm.  becomes  apparent  that  an  old  State  is  ready  to  deal 
with  a  new  State  as  an  International  Person  and  a 
member  of  the  Family  of  Nations.  Becognition  is 
given  either  expressly  or  tacitly.  If  a  new  State  asks 
formally  for  recognition  and  receives  it  in  a  formal 
declaration  of  any  kind,  it  receives  express  recog- 
nition. On  the  other  hand,  recognition  is  tacitly  and 
indirectly  given  when  an  old  State  enters  officially 
into  intercourse  with  the  new,  be  it  by  sending  or 
receiving  a  diplomatic  envoy,^  or  by  concluding  a 
treaty,  or  by  any  other  act  through  which  it  becomes 
apparent  that  the  new  State  is  actually  treated  as  an 
International  Person. 

But  no  new  State  has  by  International  Law  a  right 
to  demand  recognition,  although  practically  such 
recognition  cannot  in  the  long  run  be  withheld, 
because  without  it  there  is  no  possibility  of  entering 
into  intercourse  with  the  new  State.  The  interests 
of  the  old  States  must  suffer  quite  as  much  as  those 
of  the  new  State,  if  recognition  is  for  any  length  of 
time  refused,  and  practically  these  interests  in  time 

^  Whether  the  Bending  of  a  oonsnl  inelndes  recognition  is  discnssed 
below,  S  428. 
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enforce  either  express  or  tacit  recognitioii.  History 
nevertheless  records  many  cases  of  protracted  recog- 
nition,^ and,  apart  irom  other  proof,  it  becomes  thereby 
apparent  that  the  granting  or  the  denial  of  recognition 
is  not  a  matter  of  International  Law  but  of  inter- 
national policy. 

It  must  be  specially  mentioned  that  recognition 
by  one  State  is  not  at  all  binding  upon  other 
States,  so  that  they  must  follow  suit.  But  in 
practice  such  an  example,  if  set  by  one  or  more  Oreat 
Powers  and  at  a  time  when  the  new  State  is  really 
established  on  a  sound  basis,  will  make  many  other 
States  at  a  later  period  give  their  recognition 
too. 

§  73.  Eecognition  will  as  a  rule  be  given  without  Beoogni- 
any  conditions  whatever,  provided  the  new  State  is  ciondi- 
safely  and  permanently  established.  Since,  however,  **®°"' 
the  granting  of  recognition  is  a  matter  of  policy,  and 
not  of  law,  nothing  prevents  an  old  State  from  mak* 
ing  the  recognition  of  a  new  State  dependent  upon 
the  latter  fulfilling  certain  conditions.  Thus  the 
Powers  assembled  at  the  Berlin  Congress  in  1878 
recognised  Bulgaria,  Montenegro,  Servia,  and  Eou- 
mania  under  the  condition  only  that  these  States  did 
not^  impose  any  religious  disabilities  on  any  of 
their  subjects.®  The  meaning  of  such  conditional 
recognition  is  not  that  recognition  can  be  withdrawn 
in  case  the  condition  is  not  complied  with.  The 
nature  of  the  thing  makes  recognition,  if  once  given, 
incapable  of  withdrawal.  But  conditional  recog- 
nition, if  accepted  by  the  new  State,  imposes  the 

^  See  the  eases  enmnerated  by  below,  $  128. 
Bivier,  I.  p.  58.  '  See  arts.  5,  25,  35,  and  44  of 

*  This  oonditioii  contains  a  re-  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  of  1878,  in 

Btrietion  on  the  i^ersonal  sapre-  Martens,  N.B.G.    2nd  Ser.   HE. 

maoy  of  the  respective  States.  See  p.  449. 
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internationally  legal  duty  upon  such  State  to  comply 
with  the  condition,  failing  which  a  right  of  interven- 
tion is  given  to  the  other  party  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  recognised  State  comply  with  the  imposed 
condition. 
Beoogni-  §  74.  Becoguition  is  of  special  importance  in  those 
Md  pre^  cases  where  a  new  State  tries  to  establish  itself  by 
cipitate.  breaking  off  from  an  existmg  State  in  the  course  of 
a  revolution.  And  here  the  question  is  material 
whether  a  new  State  has  really  already  safely  and 
permanently  established  itself  or  only  makes  efforts 
to  this  end  without  having  already  succeeded.  That 
in  every  case  of  civil  war  a  foreign  State  can 
recognise  the  insurgents  as  a  belUgerent  Power  if 
they  succeed  in  keeping  a  part  of  the  country  in 
their  hands  and  set  up  a  Government  of  their  own, 
there  is  no  doubt.  But  between  this  recognition  as 
a  belligerent  Power  and  the  recognition  of  these 
insurgents  and  their  part  of  the  country  as  a  new 
State,  there  is  a  broad  and  deep  gulf.  And  the 
question  is  precisely  at  what  exact  time  recognition 
of  a  new  State  may  be  given  instead  of  the  recogni- 
tion as  a  belligerent  Power.  For  an  untimely  and 
precipitate  recognition  as  a  new  State  is  a  violation 
of  the  dignity^  of  the  mother  State,  to  which  the  latter 
need  not  patiently  submit. 

In  spite  of  the  importance  of  the  question,  no  hard 
and  fast  rule  can  be  laid  down  as  regards  the  time 
when  it  can  be  said  that  a  State  created  by  revolu- 
tion has  established  itself  safely  and  permanently. 
The  characteristic  of  such  safe  and  permanent  esta- 

^  It   is  frequently  maintained  interference  in  the  affiurs  of  an- 

that   imoh   untimely  recognition  other    State.      The   question   of 

contains   an   interrention.      But  recognition  of  the  belligerency  of 

this  is  not  correct,  since  interven-  insurgents  is  exhaustively  treated 

tion  is  (see  below,  {134)  dictatoricU  by  Weetlake,  L  pp.  50-57. 
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blishment  may  be  found  in  the  fact  either  that  the 
revolutionary  State  has  utterly  defeated  the  mother- 
State,  or  that  the  mother-State  has  ceased  to  make 
efforts  to  subdue  the  revolutionary  State,  or  even  that 
the  mother-State,  in  spite  of  its  efforts,  is  apparently 
incapable  of  bringing  the  revolutionary  back  under 
its  sway.  Of  course,  as  soon  as  the  mother-State 
itself  recognises  the  new  State,  there  is  no  reason  for 
other  States  to  withhold  any  longer  their  recognition, 
although  they  have  even  then  no  legal  obligation  to 
grant  it. 

The  breaking  off  of  the  American  States  from  their 
European  mother-State  furnishes  many  illustrative 
examples.  Thus  the  recognition  of  the  United  States 
by  France  in  1 778  was  precipitate.  But  when  in  1 782 
ihigland  herself  recognised  the  independence  of  the 
United  States,  other  States  could  accord  recognition 
too  without  giving  offence  to  England.  Again,  when 
the  South  American  colonies  of  Spain  declared  their 
independence  in  1 810,  no  Power  recognised  the  new 
States  for  many  years.  When,  however,  it  became 
apparent  that  Spain,  although  she  still  kept  up  her 
claims,  was  not  able  to  restore  her  sway,  the  United 
States  recognised  the  new  States  in  1822,  and  England 
followed  the  example  in  1824  and  1825.^ 

§  75.  Eecognition  of  a  new  State  must  not  be  state 
confounded  with  other  recognitions.     Eecognition  of  nition  in 
msurgents  as  a  beUigerent  Power  has  already  been  ^^^o 
mentioned.     Besides  this,  recognition  of  a  change  in  other 
the  form  of  the  government  or  of  change  in  the  title  nitions. 
of  an  old  State  is  a  matter  of  importance.    But  the 
granting  or  refusing  of  these  recognitions  has  nothing 
to  do  with  recognition  of  the  State  itself.     If  a 

^  See    Gibbe,   Becognition :    a    North  American  and  the  South 
Chapter  from  ihe  Wjsiary  of  the    American  States,  1863. 

VOL.  I.  I 


114  INTERNATIONAL  PEB80NS 

foreign  State  refuses  the  recognition  of  a  change  in 
the  form  of  the  government  of  an  old  State,  the  latter 
does  not  thereby  lose  its  recognition  as  an  Inter- 
national Person,  although  no  official  intercourse  is 
henceforth  possible  between  the  two  States  as  long  as 
recognition  is  not  given  either  expressly  or  tacitly. 
And  if  recognition  of  a  new  title  ^  of  an  old  State  is 
refused,  the  only  consequence  is  that  such  State 
cannot  claim  any  privileges  connected  with  the  new 
title. 


m 

Changes  in  the  Condition  of  Intebnational 

Persons 

Qrotliu,  II.  0.  9,  5S  5-13— Pufendorf,  Vm.  0.  12— Vattol,  L  5  " — 
Hall,  {  2^Halleok,  I.  pp.  89-92->Phillimore,  I.  §S  124-137— Taylor, 
S  163— Wesilake,  L  pp.  58-66— Wheaton,  S{  28-32— Blonisohli, 
{{  39-53 — Hartmann,  {$  12-13 — ^Heffteri  $  24 — Holtoendorff  in 
Hdtzendorfi^  II.  pp.  21-23 — Liszt,  {  5 — UUmaiin,  SS  22  and  26 — 
Bonfils,  Nob.  214-215— Despagnei,  Nos.  86-89— Pradier-Fod6r6, 
I.  Nob.  146-157 — Nys,  I.  pp.  399-401— Bivier,  I.  S  8 — Oalvo,  I. 
SJ  81-106— Piore,  I.  Nob.  321-331— Martens,  I.  §J  65-69. 

Important      §76.  The  existence  of  International    Persons  is 

dis^tion  cxposed  to  the  flow  of  things  and  times.     There  is  a 

ferSf '      constant  and  gradual  change  in  their  citizens  through 

obangBB.    deaths    and    births,    emigration    and    immigration. 

There  is  a  frequent  change  in  those  individuals  who 

are  at  the  head  of  the  States,  and  there  is  sometimes 

a  change  in  the  form  of  their  governments,  or  in 

their  dynasties  if  they  are  monarchies.     There  are 

sometimes  changes  in  their  territories  through  loss 

or  increase  of  parts  thereof,  and  there  are  sometimes 

changes  regarding  their  independence  through  partial 

^  See  below,  S  ix9. 
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or  total  loss  of  the  same.  Several  of  these  and  other 
changes  in  the  condition  and  appearance  of  Inter- 
national Persons  are  indifferent  to  International  Law, 
although  they  may  be  of  great  importance  for  the 
inner  development  of  the  States  concerned  and  directly 
or  indirectly  for  international  policy.  Those  changes, 
on  the  other  hand,  which  are,  or  may  be,  of  impor- 
tance to  International  Law  must  be  divided  into 
three  groups  according  to  their  influence  upon  the 
character  of  the  State  concerned  as  an  International 
Person.  For  some  of  these  changes  affect  a  State  as 
an  International  Person,  others  do  not ;  again,  others 
extinguish  a  State  as  an  International  Person  alto- 
gether. 

§  77.  A  State  remains  one  and  the  same  Inter-  changes 
national  Person  in  spite  of  changes  in  its  headship,  ^g  ^^ 
in  its  dynasty,  in  its  form,  in  its  rank  and  title,  and  JJ^^J^ai 
in  its  territory.    These  changes  cannot  be  said  to  be  Penoiu. 
indifferent  to  International  Law.     Although  strictly 
no  notification  to  and  recognition  by  foreign  Powers 
are  necessary,  according  to  the  Law  of  Nations,  in  case 
of  a  change  in  the  headship  of  a  State  or  in  its  entire 
dynasty,  or  if  a  monarchy  becomes  a  republic  or  vice 
veraUj  no  official  intercourse  is  possible  between  the 
Powers  refusing  recognition  and  the  State  concerned. 
Although,  further,  a  State  can  assume  any  title  it 
likes^  it  cannot  claim  the  privileges  of  rank  connected 
with  a  title  if  foreign  States  refuse  recognition.    And  x 

although,  thirdly,  a  State  can  dispose  according  to  ^ 

discretion  of  parts  of  its  territory  and  acquire  as 
much  territory  as  it  Ukes,  foreign  Powers  may  inter- 
vene for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  a  balance  of 
power  or  on  account  of  other  vital  interests. 

But  whatever  may  be  the  importance  of  such 
changes,  they  neither  affect  a  State  as  an  Inter- 

i2 
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national  Person,  nor  affect    the    personal  identity 
of  the  States  concerned.    Thns,  for  instance,  France 
retained  her  personal  identity  from  the  time  the 
Law    of  Nations    came    into    existence    until    the 
present  day,  although  she  acquired  and  lost  parts  of 
her  territory,  changed  her  dynasty,  was  a  kingdom, 
a  republic,  an  empire,  again  a  kingdom,   again  a 
republic,  again  an  empire,  and  is  now,  finally  as  it 
seems,  a  republic.    All  her  international  rights  and 
duties  as  an  International  Person  remained  the  very 
same   throughout   the   centuries  in  spite   of  these 
important  changes  in  her  condition  and  appearance. 
Even  such  loss  of  territory  as  contains  the  reduction 
of  a  Great  Power  to  a  small  Power,  or  such  increase 
of  territory  and  strength  as  turns  a  small  State  into 
a  Great  Power,  does  not  affect  a  State  as  an  Inter- 
national Person.    Thus,  although  through  the  events 
of  the  years  1 8  59-1861  Sardinia  acquired  the  whole 
territory  of  the  Italian  Peninsula  and  turned  into  the 
Great  Power  of  Italy,  she  remained  one  and  the  same 
International  Person. 
Changes         §  78.  Changes  which  affect  States  as  International 
^Jj^^    Persons  are  of  different  character, 
^"ti'ii  1         (i)  As  in  a  Real  Union  the  member-States  of  the 
Persons,     union,  although  fully  independent,  make  one  Inter- 
national Person,^  two  States  which  hitherto  were 
separate  International  Persons  are  affected  in  that 
character  by  entering  into  a  Real  Union.    For  through 
that  change  they  appear  henceforth  together  as  one 
and  the  same  International  Person.     And  should  this 
union  be  dissolved,   the  member-States  are  again 
affected,  for  they  now  become  again  separate  Inter- 
national Persons. 

^  See  below,  {  87,  where  the  character  of  the  Real  Union  is  folly 
discoBsed. 


CHANGES  IN  CONDITION  II 7 

(2)  Other  changes  affecting  States  as  International 
Persons  are  such  changes  as  involve  a  partial  loss  of 
independence  on  the  part  of  the  States  concerned. 
Many  restrictions  may  be  imposed  upon  States  with- 
out interfering  with  their  independence  proper,^  but 
certain  restrictions  involve  inevitably  a  partial  loss 
of  independence.  Thus  if  a  hitherto  independent 
State  comes  under  the  suzerainty  of  another  State 
and  becomes  thereby  a  half-Sovereign  State,  its  cha- 
racter as  an  International  Person  is  affected.  The 
same  is  valid  with  regard  to  a  hitherto  independent 
State  which  comes  under  the  protectorate  of  another 
State.  Again,  if  several  hitherto  independent  States 
enter  into  a  Federal  State,  they  transfer  a  part  of 
their  sovereignty  to  the  Federal  State  and  become 
thereby  part-Sovereign  States.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  a  vassal  State  or  a  State  under  protectorate  is 
freed  from  the  suzerainty  or  protectorate,  it  is 
thereby  affected  as  an  International  Person,  because 
it  turns  now  into  a  full  Sovereign  State.  And  the 
same  is  valid  with  regard  to  a  member-State  of  a 
Federal  State  which  leaves  the  union  and  gains  the 
condition  of  a  full  Sovereign  State. 

(3)  States  which  become  permanently  neutralised 
are  thereby  also  affected  in  their  character  as  Inter- 
national Persons,  although  their  independence  re- 
mains untouched.  But  permanent  neutralisation 
alters  the  condition  of  a  State  so  much  that  it  thereby 
becomes  an  International  Person  of  a  particular 
kind. 

§  79.  A  State  ceases  to  be  an  International  Person  Extinction 
when  it  ceases  to  exist.    Theoretically  such  extinction  naSS^ 
of  International  Persons  is  possible  through  emigration  ^«so°*- 

^  ^  See  below,  {{  126-127,  where  the  different  kinds  of  these  restric- 
tions are  discussed. 
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or  the  perishing  of  the  whole  population  of  a  State, 
or  through  a  permanent  anarchy  within  a  State.  But 
it  is  evident  that  such  cases  will  hardly  ever  occur 
in  fact.  Practical  cases  of  extinction  of  States  are : 
Merger  of  one  State  into  another,  annexation  after 
conquest  in  war,  breaking  up  of  a  State  into  several 
States,  and  breaking  up  of  a  State  into  parts  which 
are  annexed  by  surrounding  States. 

By  voluntarily  merging  into  another  State,  a  State 
loses  all  its  independence  and  becomes  a  mere  part 
of  another.  In  this  way  the  two  FrincipaUties  of 
Hohenzollem-Hechingen  and  Hohenzollem-Sigmarin- 
gen  meiged  in  1850  into  Prussia.  And  the  same  is 
the  case  if  a  State  is  annexed  by  another  after 
conquest  in  war.  In  this  way  the  Orange  Free  State 
and  the  South  African  Eepublic  were  absorbed  by 
Great  Britain  in  1901.  An  example  of  the  breaking 
up  of  a  State  into  different  States  is  the  division 
of  the  Swiss  canton  of  Basle  into  Basel-Stadt  and 
Basel-Land  in  1833.  And  an  example  of  the  break- 
ing up  of  a  State  into  parts  which  are  annexed  by 
surrounding  States,  is  the  absorption  of  Poland  by 
Eussia,  Austria,  and  Prussia  in  1795. 
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IV 

Sucx^EssioN  OF  International  Persons 

Grotins,  II.  c.  9  and  10— Pofendorf,  VIIL  0.  12 — Hall,  S{  27-29 — 
Phillimore,  I.  J  137— Halleck,  I.  pp.  89-92— Taylor,  SJ  164-168— 
WesUake,  I.  pp.  68-83— Wharton,  I.  {  5— Wheaton,  fS  28-32— 
Blunisehli,  S$  47-50— Hartmann,  S  12— Hefffcer,  S  25— Holtzendorff 
in  Holtzendorff,  II.  pp.  33-47 — ^Liszt,  §  23 — Ullmann,  f  23— Bonfils, 
N08.  216-233 — Despagnet,  Nob.  89-102 — Ftadier-Fod^r^,  L  NO0. 
156-163 — Nys,  I.  pp.  399-401 — ^Bivier,!.  S  3»pp.  69-75  and  p.  438 — 
Calvo,  I.  $J  99-103 — Yiote,  I.  Nos.  349-366 — Martens,  I.  $  67 — 
Appleton,  **De8  effets  des  annexions  sor  les  dettes  de  P^tat 
d^membr^  on  annex^*'  (1895) — ^Huber,  "Die  Staatensuocession " 
(1898)— Richards  in  **  The  Law  Magazine  and  Review,"  XXVIIL 
(1903)  pp.  129-141. 

§  80.  Although  there  is  no  unanimity  among  the  Common 
writers  on  International  Law  with  regard  to  the  so-  rJ^di^ 
called  succession  of  International  Persons,  nevertheless  5^®°®!' 

'  ^        8ion  of 

the  following  common  doctrine  can  be  stated  to  exist,  inter- 

A  succession  of  International  Persons  occurs  when  persons, 
one  or  more  International  Persons  take  the  place  of 
another    International    Person,  in  consequence    of 
certain  changes  in  the  latter's  condition. 

Universal  succession  takes  place  when  one  Inter- 
national Person  is  absorbed  by  another,  either  through 
subjugation  or  through  voluntary  merger.  And 
universal  succession  further  takes  place  when  a  State 
breaks  up  into  parts  which  either  become  separate 
International  Persons  of  their  own  or  are  annexed 
by  surrounding  International  Persons. 

Partial  succession  takes  place,  first,  when  a  part  of 
the  territory  of  an  International  Person  breaks  off  in 
a  revolt  and  by  winning  its  independence  becomes 
itself  an  International  Person ;  secondly,  when  one 
International  Person  acquires  a  part  of  the  territory 
of  another  through  cession ;  thirdly,  when  a  hitherto 
fiill  Sovereign  State  loses  part  of  its  independence 
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through  entering  into  a  Federal  State,  or  coming 
under  suzerainty  or  under  a  protectorate,  or  when 
a  hitherto  not-full  Sovereign  State  becomes  full 
Sovereign;  fourthly,  when  an  International  Person 
becomes  a  member  of  a  Beal  Union  or  vice  versa. 

Nobody  ever  maintained  that  on  the  successor 
devolve  all  the  rights  and  duties  of  his  predecessor. 
But  after  stating  that  a  succession  takes  place, 
the  respective  writers  try  to  educe  the  consequences 
and  to  make  out  what  rights  and  duties  do,  and  what 
do  not,  devolve. 

Several  writers,^  however,  contest  the  common  doc- 
trine and  maintain  that  a  succession  of  International 
Persons  never  takes  place.  Their  argument  is  that 
the  rights  and  duties  of  an  International  Person  dis- 
appear with  the  extinguishing  Person  or  become 
modified  according  to  the  modifications  an  Inter- 
national Person  undergoes  through  losing  part  of  its 
sovereignty. 
How  far  §  8 1 .  If  the  real  facts  of  life  are  taken  into  con- 
Bion^  sideration,  the  common  doctrine  cannot  be  upheld. 
J^^^  To  say  that  succession  takes  place  in  such  and  such 
place.  cases  and  to  make  out  afterwards  what  rights  and 
duties  devolve,  shows  a  wrong  method  of  dealing  with 
the  problem.  It  is  certain  that  no  general  succession 
takes  place  according  to  the  Law  of  Nations.  With 
the  extinguishing  International  Person  extinguish  its 
rights  and  duties  as  a  person.  But  it  is  equally 
wrong  to  maintain  that  no  succession  whatever  occurs. 
For  nobody  doubts  that  certain  rights  and  duties 
actually  and  really  devolve  upon  an  International  Per- 
son from  its  predecessor.  And  since  this  devolution 
takes  place  through  the  very  fact  of  one  International 

^  See  Gareis,  pp.  66-70,  who  disousses   the   matter  with  great 
clearness,  and  Liszt,  S  23. 
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Person  following  another  in  the  possession  of  State 
territory,  there  is  no  doubt  that,  as  fat  as  these 
devolving  rights  and  duties  are  concerned,  a  succes- 
sion of  one  International  Person  into  the  rights  and 
duties  of  another  really  does  take  place.  But  no 
general  rule  can  be  laid  down  concerning  all  the  cases 
in  which  a  succession  takes  place.  These  cases  must 
be  discussed  singly. 

§  82.  When    a   State    merges     voluntarily    into  Soooes- 
another  State  or  when  a  State  is  subjugated    by  ^^^ 
another  State,  the  latter  remains  one  and  the  same  i?|^^  °' 
International  Person  and  the  former  becomes  totally  Hon. 
extinct  as  an  International  Person.    No  succession 
takes  place,   therefore,  with  regard  to  rights  and 
duties  of  the  extinct  State  arising  either  from  the 
character  of  the  latter  as  an  International  Person  or 
from  its  purely  political  treaties.     Thus  treaties  of 
alliance  or  of  arbitration  or  of  neutrality  or  of  any 
other  political  nature  fall  to  the  ground  with  the 
extinction    of  the   State    which  has  concluded  it. 
They  are  personal  treaties,  and  their  natural,  legal, 
and  necessary  presupposition  is  the  existence  of  the 
contracting  State.    But  it  is  controversial  whether 
treaties  of  commerce,  extradition,  and  the  like,  of  the 
extinct  State  remain  valid  and  therefore  a  succession 
takes  place.     The  majority  of  writers  correctly,  I 
think,  answer  the  question  in  the  negative,  because 
such  treaties  are  in  the  main  political. 

A  real  succession  takes  place,  however,  first,  with 
regard  to  such  international  rights  and  duties  of  the 
extinct  State  as  are  locally  connected  with  its  land, 
rivers,  main  roads,  railways,  and  the  like.  According 
to  the  principle  res  transit  cum  suo  onere,  treaties  of  the 
extinct  State  concerning  boundary  lines,  repairing  of 
main  roads,  navigation  on  rivers,  and  the  like,  remain 
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vaUd,  and  all  rights  and  duties  arising  from  such 
treaties  devolve  from  the  extinct  on  the  absorbing 
State. 

A  real  succession,  secondly,  takes  place  with  regard 
to  the  fiscal  property  and  the  fiscal  funds  of  the 
extinct  State.  They  both  accrue  to  the  absorb- 
ing State  ipso  facto  by  the  absorption  of  the  extinct 
State.^  But  the  debts  of  the  extinct  State  must,  on 
the  other  hand,  be  taken  over  by  the  absorbing  State 
also.^  The  private  creditor  of  an  extinct  State 
certainly  acquires  no  right  by  International  Law 
against  the  absorbing  State,  since  the  Law  of  Nations 
is  a  law  between  States  only  and  exclusively.  But 
if  he  is  a  foreigner,  the  right  of  protection  due  to  his 
home  State  enables  the  latter  to  exercise  pressure 
upon  the  absorbing  State  for  the  purpose  of  making 
it  fulfil  its  international  duty  to  take  over  the  debts 
of  the  e2ctinct  State.  Some  jurists^  go  so  far  as  to 
maintain  that  the  succeeding  State  must  take  over 
the  debts  of  the  extinct  State,  even  when  they  are 
higher  than  the  value  of  the  accrued  fiscal  property 
and  fiscal  funds.  But  I  doubt  whether  in  such  cases 
the  practice  of  the  States  would  follow  that  opinion. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  State  which  has  subjugated 


^  This  was  reoopiised  by  the 
High  Gotirt  of  Jastice  in  1866  in 
the  case  of  ihe  United  States  v. 
Priolean.  See  Snow,  Gases  on 
International  Law  (1902),  p.  85. 

s  This  is  almost  generally  recog- 
nised by  the  writers  on  Inter- 
national Law  and  by  the  practice 
of  the  States.  (See  Huber,  p.  156 
and  p.  282,  note  449.)  The  Report 
of  the  Transvaal  Concessions  Com- 
mission (see  Britiidi  State  Papers, 
South  Africa,  1901,  Cd.  623), 
although  it  dediures  (p.  7)  that 
**  it  is  clear  that  a  State  which  has 
annexed  another  is   not   legally 


bound  by  any  contracts  made  by 
the  State  which  has  ceased  to 
exist,"  nevertheless  agrees  that 
"  the  modem  usage  of  nations  has 
tended  in  the  admowledgmient  of 
such  contracts."  It  may,  how- 
ever, safely  be  maintained  that 
not  a  usage,  but  a  real  rule  of 
International  Law,  based  on 
custom,  is  in  existence  with  regard 
to  this  point.  (See  EEaU,  f  29,  and 
Westlake  in  The  Law  Q^ui^^^ly 
Beview,  XVIL  (1901),  pp.  392-401, 
and  now  Westlake,  I.  pp.  74-82.) 
'  See  Martens,  I.  f  67 ;  HefiEter, 
S  25;  Huber,  p.  158. 
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another  would  be  obliged  ^  to  take  over  even  such 
obligations  as  have  been  incurred  by  the  annexed 
State  for  the  immediate  purpose  of  the  war  which  led 
to  its  subjugation.^ 

§  83.  When  a  State  breaks  off  into  fragments  which  Succes- 
become  States  and  International  Persons  themselves,  ^nw^ 
or  which  are  annexed  by  surrounding  States,  it  g;onc«of 
becomes  extinct  as  an  International  Person,  and  the  iwnnent. 
same  rules  are  valid  as  regards  the  case  of  absorption 
of  one  State  by  another.  A  difficulty  is,  however, 
created  when  the  territory  of  the  extinct  State  is 
absorbed  by  several  States.  Succession  actually  takes 
place  here  too,  first,  with  regard  to  the  international 
rights  and  duties  locally  connected  with  those  parts 
of  the  territory  which  the  respective  States  have 
absorbed.  Succession,  secondly,  takes  place  with 
regard  to  the  fiscal  property  and  the  fiscal  funds 
which  each  of  the  several  absorbing  States  finds  on 
the  part  of  the  territory  it  absorbs.  And  the  debts 
of  the  extinct  State  must  be  taken  over.  But  the 
case  is  complicated  through  the  fact  that  there  are 
several  successors  to  the  fiscal  property  and  funds, 
and  the  only  rule  which  can  be  laid  down  is  that 
proportionate  parts  of  the  debts  must  be  taken  over 
by  the  different  successors. 

§  84.  When  in  consequence  of  war  or  otherwise 


^  See  the  Beport  of  the  Trans- 
vaal Conceflsion  GommiBflion,  p. 
9,  which  TnaintftinB  the  contrary. 
Westlake  (I.  p.  78)  adopts  the  rea- 
soning of  this  report,  bnt  his  arga- 
ments  are  not  decisive.  Tlie 
lendmg  of  money  to  a  belligerent 
under  ordinary  mercantile  con- 
ditions is  not  prohibited  by  Inter- 
national Law,  althouj^  the 
carriage  of  snch  fonds  in  cash  on 
nentral  vessels  to  the  enemy  falls 
under  the  category  of  carriage  of 


contraband,  and  can  be  punished 
by  the  belligerents.  (See  below. 
Vol.  n.  J  352.) 

*  The  question  how  far  conces- 
sions granted  by  a  subjugated 
State  to  a  private  individual  or  to 
a  company  must  be  upheld  by  the 
subjugating  State,  is  difSciut  to 
answer  in  its  generality.  The 
merits  of  each  case  would  seem  to 
have  to  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion.   (See  Westlake,  I.  p.  82.) 
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Saooes-  one  State  cedes  a  part  of  its  territory  to  another,  or 
^  of  when  a  part  of  the  territory  of  a  State  breaks  off  and 
25?^'      becomes  a  State  and  an  International  Person  of  its 

uon  or 

Cession,  own,  succcssion  takes  place  with  regard  to  such 
international  rights  and  duties  of  the  predecessor  as 
are  locally  connected  with  the  part  of  the  territory 
ceded  or  broken  off*,  and  with  regard  to  the  fiscal 
property  found  on  that  part  of  the  territory.  It 
would  only  be  just,  if  the  successor  had  to  take  over 
a  corresponding  part  of  the  debt  of  its  predecessor, 
but  no  rule  of  International  Law  concerning  this 
point  can  be  said  to  exist,  although  many  treaties  have 
stipulated  a  devolution  of  a  part  of  the  debt  of  the 
predecessor  upon  the  successor.^  Thus,  for  instance, 
arts.  9,  33,  42  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin^  of  1878 
stipulate  that  Bulgaria,  Montenegro,  and  Servia  should 
take  over  a  part  of  the  Turkish  debt. 

^  Many  writers,  however,  main-  respeotive  treaties    are    enume- 

tain  that  there  is  such  a  mle  of  rated.) 

International  Law.    (See  Huber,  *  See  Martens,  N.B.G.  2nd  ser 

•Nob.  125-135  and  205,  where  the  III.  p.  449. 
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V 
Composite  Intbbnational  Persons 

Pufendorf,  VII.  0.  5— Hall,  {  4— WesUake,  I.  pp.  31-37— PhiUixnore, 
I.  JJ  7i-74i  102-105— TNdss,  I.  JJ  37-60— Halleok,  I.  pp.  70-74— 
Taylor,  {  120-130— Wheaton,  $f  39-51 — ^Hartmann,  {  70— Heffter 
fS  20-21 — ^Holtzendorffin  Holtzendorfi;  IL  pp.  118-141 — Liszt,  {6 
— Ullmann,  {$  11-15 — ^Bonfils,  Nos.  165-174 — ^Despagnet,  Nob. 
109-126 — ^Pradi«r-Fod^r^9 1.  Nob.  117- 123 — ^Njb,  I.  pp.  367-378 — 
Bivier,  I.  J$  5-6— Oalvo,  T.  S$  44-61 — Fiore,  I.  Nob.  335-339— 
Martens,  I.  fS  56-59 — Pufendorf,  "De  systematlbtiB  oivitatmn' 
(1675) — JeUinek,"I>ieLehre  yon  den  Staatenverbindnngen  "(1882) — 
Borel/'Etadesorla  Bonverainet^  de  I'Etat  f^d^ratif  "  (1886)— Brie, 
^  Theorie  der  Staatenverbindnngen  '*  (1886)— Hart,  "  Introduction 
to  the  Study  of  Federal  Govenunent "  in  "  Harvard  Hustorieal  Mono- 
graphs" (1 891;  oomprises  an  excellent  bibliography) — ^Le  For, 
"  Etat  f^d^ral  et  oonf^^ration  d'Etats  "  (1896). 

§  85.  Intemational  Persons  are  as  a  rule  single  Beaiand 
Sovereign  States.     In  such  single  States  there  is  one  ora^odte 
central  political    authority  as    Government  which  ^^^nai 
represents  the  State,  within  its  borders  as  well  as  Penons. 
without,  in  the  intemational  intercourse  with  other 
Intemational  Persons.     Such  single  States  may  be 
called  simple  Intemational  Persons.      And  a  State 
remains  a  simple  Intemational  Person,  although  it 
may  grant  so  much  internal  independence  to  outlying 
parts  of  its  territory  that  these  parts  become  in  a 
sense  States  themselves,  and  thus  the  whole  becomes 
an  Incorporate  Union.     Great  Britain  is  a  simple 
Intemational    Person,    although    the    Dominion  of 
Canada  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia,  as  well 
as  their  member-States,  are  now  States  of  their  own, 
because  Great  Britain  is  alone  Sovereign  and  repre- 
sents exclusively  the  British  Empire  within  the  Family 
of  Nations. 

Historical    events,    however,    have    created,    in 
addition  to  the  simple  Intemational  Persons,  camr 
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posite  International  Persons.  A  composite  Inter- 
national Person  is  in  existence  when  two  or  more 
Sovereign  States  are  linked  together  in  such  a  way 
that  they  take  up  their  position  within  the  Family  of 
Nations  either  exclusively  or  at  least  to  a  great  extent 
as  one  single  International  Person.  History  has 
produced  two  different  kinds  of  such  composite 
International  Persons — ^namely,  Beal  Unions  and 
Federal  States.  In  contradistinction  to  Beal  Unions 
and  Federal  States,  a  so-called  Personal  Union  and 
the  union  of  so-called  Confederated  States  are  not 
International  Persons.^ 
Steles  in  §  86.  A  Personal  Union  is  in  existence  when  two 
vSoia^  Sovereign  States  and  separate  International  Persons 
are  linked  together  through  the  accidental  fact  that 
they  have  the  same  individual  as  monarch.  Thus  a 
Personal  Union  existed  from  17 14  to  1837  between 
Great  Britain  and  Hanover,  and  from  1 8 1 5  to  1 890 
between  the  Netherlands  and  Luxemburg.  The  only 
Personal  Union  existing  at  present  is  that  between 
Belgium  and  the  Congo  Free  State  since  1885.  A 
Personal  Union  is  not,  and  is  in  no  point  treated  as 
though  it  were,  an  International  Person,  and  its 
two  Sovereign  member-States  remain  separate  Inter- 
national Persons.  Theoretically  it  is  even  possible 
that  they  make  war  against  each  other,  although 
practically  this  will  never  occur.  If,  as  sometimes 
happens,  they  are  represented  by  one  and  the  same 
individual  as  diplomatic  envoy,  such  individual  is  the 

^  I  cannot  agree  with  Westlake  qnestion,  for  inatanoe,  whether  a 

(L  p.  37)  that  "  the  space  which  oiplomatio  envoy  sent  by  Bavaria 

some  writers  devote  to  the  dis-  to  this  country  most  be  granted 

tinctions   between   the    different  the  privileges  due  to  a   foreign 

kinds  of  union  between  States  "  is  diplomatic  envoy   depends  upon 

'*  disproportioned  ...   to  their  the  question  whether  Bavaria  is 

international  importance."    Tery  an  International  Person  in  spite 

important  questions  are  connected  of  her  being  a  member- State  of  the 

witn    these    distinctions.      The  German  Empire. 
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envoy  of  both  States  at  the  same  time,  but  not  the 
envoy  of  the  Personal  Union. 

§  87.  A  Beal  Union  is  in  existence  when  two  states  in 
Sovereign  States  are  by  an  international  treaty,  u^n. 
recognised  by  other  Powers,  linked  together  for  ever 
under  the  same  monarch,  so  that  they  make  one  and 
the  same  International  Person.  A  Beal  Union  is  not 
a  State  of  its  own,  but  merely  a  union  of  two  full 
Sovereign  States  which  together  make  one  single  but 
composite  International  Person.  They  form  a  com- 
pound Power,  and  are  by  the  treaty  of  union  pre- 
vented from  making  war  against  each  other.  On  the 
other  hand,  they  cannot  make  war  separately  against 
a  foreign  Power,  nor  can  war  be  made  against  one 
of  them  separately.  They  can  enter  into  separate 
treaties  of  conmierce,  extradition,  and  the  like,  but  it 
is  always  the  Union  which  concludes  such  treaties 
for  the  separate  States,  as  they  separately  are  not 
International  Persons.  It  is,  for  instance,  Austria- 
Hungary  which  concludes  an  international  treaty  of 
extradition  between  Hungary  and  a  foreign  Power. 
Beal  Unions  at  present  in  existence  outside  the 
German  Empire  are  those  of  Austria-Hungary  and 
Sweden-Norway. 

Austria-Hungary  became  a  Beal  Union  in  1723. 
In  1849,  Hungary  was  united  with  Austria,  but 
in  1867  Hungary  became  again  a  separate  Sovereign 
State  and  the  Beal  Union  was  re-established.  Their 
army,  navy,  and  foreign  ministry  are  united.  The 
Emperor-king  declares  war,  makes  peace,  concludes 
alliances  and  other  treaties,  and  sends  and  receives 
the  same  diplomatic  envoys  for  both  States. 

Sweden-Norway  became  a  Beal  Union  ^  in  18 14. 

'  There  is  a  Beal  Union  between    within  the  German  Empire. 
Saze  -  Cobnrg    and     Saxe  -  Gotha       ^  This  is  not  universfOly  reoog- 


mtMtC 
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The  King  declares  war,  makes  peace,  concludes 
alliances  and  other  treaties,  and  sends  and  receives 
the  same  diplomatic  envoys  for  both  States.  The 
Foreign  Secretary  of  Sweden  manages  at  the  same 
time  the  foreign  affairs  of  I^orway.  Both  States 
have,  however,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  they  make 
one  and  the  same  International  Person,  different 
commercial  and  naval  flags;  and  it  is  intended  in 
future  to  divide  also  their  consular  service. 
Oonfede-  §  88.  Confederated  States  (Staatenbund)  are  a 
fl^  niunber  of  full  Sovereign  States  linked  together  for 
[StMton-  ijie  maintenance  of  their  external  and  internal  inde- 
pendence, by  a  recognised  international  treaty  into 
a  union  with  organs  of  its  own,  which  are  vested 
with  a  certain  power  over  the  member-States  but  not 
over  the  citizens  of  these  States.  Such  a  union  of 
Confederated  States  is  no  more  a  State  of  its  own 
than  a  Beal  Union  is ;  it  is  merely  an  International 
Confederation  of  States,  a  society  of  international 
character,  since  the  member-States  remain  full  Sove- 
reign States  and  separate  International  Persons. 
Consequently,  the  union  of  Confederated  States  is  not 
an  International  Person,  although  it  is  for  some  parts 
so  treated  on  account  of  its  representing  the  com- 
pound power  of  the  full  Sovereign  member-States. 
The  chief  and  sometimes  the  only  organ  of  the  union 
is  a  Diet,  where  the  member-States  are  represented 
through  diplomatic  envoys.  The  power  vested  in 
the  Diet  is  an  International  Power  which  does  not 
in  the  least  affect  the  full  sovereignty  of  the  member- 
States.  That  power  is  essentially  nothing  else  than 
the  right  of  the  body  of  the  members  to  make  war 


nised.    FfaiUimore,  L  {  74,  main-    way,  and  TwisB,  I.  {  40,  calls  it  a 
tains   that   there   is  a  Personal    Federal  Union. 
Union  between  Sweden  and  Nor- 
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against  such  a  member  as  will  not  submit  to  those 
commandments  of  the  Diet  which  are  in  accordance 
with  the  Treaty  of  Confederation,  in  all  other  cases 
war  between  the  member-States  being  prohibited. 

Histoiy  has  shown  that  Confederated  States  repre- 
sent an  organisation  which  in  the  long  run  gives  very 
little  satisfaction.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  the  three 
important  imions  of  Confederated  States  of  modem 
times — namely,  the  United  States  of  America,  the 
German,  and  the  Swiss  Confederation — ^have  turned 
into  unions  of  Federal  States.  Notable  historic  Con- 
federations are  those  of  the  Netherlands  from  1580 
to  1795,  the  United  States  of  America  from  1778  to 
1787,  Gtermany  from  181 5  to  1866,  Switzerland  from 
1 29 1  to  1 798  and  1 8 15  to  1 848,  and  the  Confederation 
of  the  Bhine  (Eheinbund)  from  1806  to  1813.  At 
present  there  is  only  one  union  of  Confederated  States, 
if  any,  in  existence — namely,  the  major  Kepubhc  of 
Central  America,^  consisting  of  the  three  full  Sove- 
reign States  of  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  San  Salva-  . 
dor.  1/ 

§  89.  A  Federal  State  ^  is  a  perpetual  union  of  Federal 
several  Sovereign  States  which  has  organs  of  its  own  (Bundee- 
and  is  invested  with  a  power,  not  only  over   the  **»»*«»)• 
member-States,  but  also  over  their  citizens.    The 
union  is  based,  first,  on  an  international  treaty  of  the 
member-States,  and,  secondly,  on    a   subsequently 
accepted    constitution  of   the    Federal    State.      A 
Federal  State  is  said  to  be  a  real  State  side  by  side 
with  its  member-States  because  its  organs  have  a 

^  This  union  dates  from  1895.  federated  States  and  a   Federal 

See  B.G.  II.  p.    568,    where    a  State  is  not   at   aJl   universally 

translation  of  tne  l^eaty  of  Union  recognised,  and  the  terminology 

is  given.    (See  also  B.G.  III.  p.  599  is   oonseqnently  not   at  all   the 

and  rV.  p.  146.)  same  with  all  writers  on  Inter- 

'  The  distinction  between  Con-  national  Law. 

VOL.  I.  K 
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direct  power  over  the  citizens  of  these  member-States. 
This  power  was  established  as  a  characteristic  dis- 
tinction of  a  Federal  State  from  Confederated  States 
by  American  ^  jurists  of  the  eighteenth  century,  and 
Kent  as  well  as  Story,  the  two  later  authorities  on  the 
Constitutional  Law  of  the  United  States,  adopted  this 
distinction,  which^  is  indeed  kept  up  until  to-day 
by  the  majority  of  writers  on  politics.  Now  if  a 
Federal  State  is  recognised  as  a  State  of  its  own,  side 
by  side  with  its  member-States,  it  is  evident  that 
sovereignty  must  be  divided  between  the  Federal 
State  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  the 
member-States.  This  division  is  made  in  this  way, 
that  the  competence  over  one  part  of  the  objects  for 
which  a  State  is  in  existence  is  handed  over  to  the 
Federal  State,  whereas  the  competence  over  the  other 
part  remains  with  the  member-States.  Within  its 
competence  the  Federal  State  can  make  laws  which 
bind  the  citizens  of  the  member-States  directly  with- 
out any  interference  of  these  member-States.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  member-States  are  totally  indepen- 
dent as  far  as  their  competence  reaches. 

For  International  Law  this  division  of  competence 
is  only  of  interest  in  so  far  as  it  concerns  the  com- 
petence in  intemaiional  matters.     Since  it  is  always 


^  When  in  1787  the  draft  of  the 
new  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  had  hitherto  been 
Confederated  States  only,  was 
under  consideration  by  the  Con- 

gress  at  Philadelphia,  three  mem- 
ers  of  the  Congreee — ^namely, 
Alexander  Hamilton,  James  Mam- 
son,  and  John  Jay — made  up  their 
minds  to  write  newspaper  articles 
on  the  draft  Constitution  with 
the  intention  of  enlightening  the 
nation  which  had  to  vote  for  the 
draft.      For   this   purpose    they 


divided  the  different  points  among 
themselves  and  treated  them 
separately.  All  these  articles, 
which  were  not  siened  with  the 
names  of  their  authors,  appeared 
under  the  common  title  *'The 
Federalist.*'  They  were  later  on 
collected  into  book-form  and  have 
been  edited  several  times.  It  is 
especially  Nos.  15  and  16  of  "The 
Federalist*'  which  establish  the 
difference  between  Confederated 
States  and  a  Federal  State  in  the 
way  mentioned  in  the  text  above. 
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the  Federal  State  which  is  competent  to  declare  war, 
make  peace,  conclude  treaties  of  alliance  and  other 
political  treaties,  and  send  and  receive  diplomatic 
envoys,  whereas  no  member-State  can  of  itself  declare 
war  against  a  foreign  State,  make  peace,  conclude 
alliances  and  other  political  treaties,  the  Federal 
State,  if  recognised,  is  certainly  an  International 
Person  of  its  own,  with  all  the  rights  and  duties  of  a 
sovereign  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  international  position  of  the  member- 
States  is  not  so  clear.  It  is  frequently  maintained/  ^ 
that  they  have  totally  lost  their  position  within  the ' 
Family  of  Nations.  But  this  opinion  cannot  stand  if 
compared  with  the  actual  facts.  Thus,  the  member- 
States  of  the  Federal  State  of  Germany  have  retained 
their  competence  to  send  and  receive  diplomatic 
envoys,  not  only  in  intercourse  with  one  another, 
but  also  with  foreign  States.  Further,  the  reigning 
monarchs  of  these  member-States  are  stiU  treated  by 
the  practice  of  the  States  as  heads  of  Sovereign  States, 
a  fact  without  legal  basis  if  these  States  were  no 
longer  International  Persons.  Thirdly,  the  member- 
States  of  Germany  as  well  as  of  Switzerland  have 
retained  their  competence  to  conclude  international  [v^ 
treaties  between  themselves  without  the  consent  of 
the  Federal  State,  and  they  have  also  retained  the 
competence  to  conclude  international  treaties  with 
foreign  States  as  regards  matters  of  minor  interest. 
If  these  facts  are  taken  into  consideration,  one  is 
obliged  to  acknowledge  that  the  member-States  of  a 
Federal  State  can  be  International  Persons  in  a 
degree.  Full  subjects  of  International  Law,  Inter- 
national Persons  with  all  the  rights  and  duties 
regularly  connected  with  the  membership  of  the 
Family  of  Nations,  they  certainly  cannot  be.     Their 
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position,  if  any,  within  this  circle  is  overshadowed 
by  their  Federal  State,  they  are  part-Sovereign 
States,  and  they  are,  consequently.  International 
Persons  for  some  parts  only. 

But  it  happens  frequently  that  a  Federal  State 
assumes  in  every  way  the  external  representation  oi 
its  member-States,  so  that,  so  far  as  international 
relations  are  concerned,  the  member-States  do  not 
make  an  appearance  at  aU.  This  is  the  case  with 
the  United  States  of  America  and  all  those  other 
American  Federal  States  whose  Constitution  is  formed 
according  to  the  model  of  that  of  the  United  States. 
Here  the  member-States  are  sovereign  too,  but  only 
with  regard  to  internal  affairs.  All  their  external 
sovereignty  being  absorbed  by  the  Federal  State,  it 
is  certainly  a  fact  that  they  are  not  International 
Persons  at  all  so  long  as  this  condition  of  things  lasts. 

This  being  so,  two  classes  of  Federal  States  must 
/  be  distinguished  according  to  whether  their  member- 
States  are  or  are  not  International  Persons,  although 
Federal  States  are  in  any  case  composite  Inter- 
national Persons.  And  whenever  a  Federal  State 
comes  into  existence  which  leaves  the  member-States 
for  some  parts  International  Persons,  the  recognition 
granted  to  it  by  foreign  States  must  include  their 
readiness  to  recognise  for  the  future,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  body  of  the  member-States,  the  Federal 
State,  as  one  composite  International  Person  regard- 
ing all  important  matters,  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  single  member-States  as  International  Persons 
with  regard  to  less  important  matters  and  side  by  side 

^  The   Courts   of    the   United  dered,  whereas  eaoh  member-State 

States  of  America  have  always  is    sovereign    as   to   aU   powers 

upheld  the  theoiy  that  the  United  reserved.    (See  Merriam,  History 

States  are  sovereign  as  to  all  powers  of  iJie  Theory  of  Soverei^fy  since 

of  government   actually  surren-  Rousseau  (1900),  p.  163.) 


/ 
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with  the  Federal  State.  That  such  a  condition  of 
things  is  abnonnal  and  illogical  cannot  be  denied, 
but  the  very  existence  of  a  Federal  State  besides  the 
member-States  is  quite  as  abnormal  and  illogical. 

The  Federal  States  in  existence  are  the  following : — 
The  United  States  of  America  since  1787,  Switzerland 
since  1848,  Germany  since  1871,  Mexico  since  1857, 
Argentine  since  1 860,  Brazil  since  1 89 1 ,  Venezuela 
since  1893. 


/ 


VI 
Vassal  States 

Hall,  S  4— Woidake,  L  pp.  25-27— Lawxeooe,  {  50— Fhillimore,  I. 
S$  85-99— Twias,  I.  J$  22-36,61-73— Taylor,  {$  140-144— Whealon, 
$  37— BlnntBchli,  f$  76-77— EEartmann,  {  16— Heffter,  {f  19  and  22 
— ^Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  11.  pp.  98-1 17 — ^liszt,  $  6 — ^UUmann, 
S 16 — Gktfeifl,  S  15— ^Bonfik,  Nos.  188-190— Despagnet,  Nob.  127-129 
— Ptadier-Fod^^,  I.  Noa.  109-1 12— Nys,  L  pp.  357-364— Rivier,  I. 
f  4— Galvo,  I.  $S  66-72— Fiore,  I.  No.  341— Martens,  I.  fS  60-61— 
Siabba,  <*  Suzerainty  "  (1884)— Baty, "  Intemaiional  Law  in  Sonth 
Afdca  '*  (1900),  pp.  48-68— Boe^tch4viteh,  «<  Halbaonverftnitftt " 

(1903)- 

§  90.  The  union    and    the  relations   between   a  The  Union 

between 

Suzerain  and  its  Vassal  State  create  much  difficulty  in  sozetain 
the  science  of  the  Law  of  Nations.  As  both  are  ^tl*^**^ 
separate  States,  a  union  of  States  they  certainly  make, 
but  it  would  be  wrong  to  say  that  the  Suzerain  State 
is,  like  the  Beal  Union  of  States  or  the  Federal  State, 
a  composite  International  Person.  And  it  would  be 
equally  wrong  to  maintain  either  that  a  Vassal 
State  can  be  in  no  way  a  separate  International 
Person  of  its  own,  or  that  it  is  an  International 
Person  of  the  same  kind  as  any  other  State.  What 
makes  the  matter  so  complicated,  is  the  fact  that 
a  general  rule  regarding  the  relation  between  the 
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suzerain  and  vassal,  and,  further  regarding  the 
position,  if  any,  of  the  vassal  within  the  Family  of 
Nations,  cannot  be  laid  down,  as  everything  depends 
upon  the  special  case.  What  can  and  must  be  said 
is  that  there  are  some  States  in  existence  which, 

f  although  they  are  independent  of  another  State  as 
regards  their  internal  affairs,  are  as  regards  their 

f    international  affairs  either  absolutely  or  for  the  most 

'    part  dependent  upon  another  State.    They  are  called 
/[  half-Sovereign^  States  because  they  are    sovereign 

/  within  their  borders  but  not  without.  The  fiill 
Sovereign  State  upon  which  such  half-Sovereign 
States  are  either  absolutely  or  for  the  most  part  inter- 
nationally dependent,  is  called  the  Suzerain  State. 

SuzerJnty  is  a  tem  which  originaUy  was  used  for 
the  relation  between  the  feudal  lord  and  his  vassal ; 
the  lord  was  said  to  be  the  suzerain  of  the  vassal,  and 
at  that  time  suzerainty  was  a  term  of  Constitutional 
Law.  With  the  disappearance  of  the  feudal  system, 
suzerainty  of  this  kind  likewise  disappeared.  The 
modem  suzerainty  scarcely  contains  rights  of  the 
Suzerain  State  over  the  Vassal  State  which  could  be 
called  constitutional  rights.  The  rights  of  the 
Suzerain  State  over  the  Vassal  are  principally  inter- 
national rights  only,  of  whatever  they  may  consist. 
^  Suzerainty  is  by  no  means  sovereignty.  If  it  were, 
the  Vassal  State  could  not  be  Sovereign  in  its  domestic 
affairs  and  could  never  have  any  international  relations 
whatever  of  its  own.  And  why  should  suzerainty  be 
distinguished  from  sovereignty  if  it  were  a  term 
*  synonymous  with  sovereignty?  One  may  correctly 
maintain  that  suzerainty  is  a  kind  of  international 

^  In    contradistinction   to    the  States,  I  call  member-States  of  a 

States  which  are  nnder  suzerainty  Federal     State      paH'Boyeteiga 

or   protectorate,  and   which  are  States, 
commonly  oalleid   ^o^-Sovereign 
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guardianship^  since  the  Vassal  State  is  either 
absolutely  or  mainly  represented  internationally  by 
the  Suzerain  State. 

§91.  The  fact  that  the  relation  between  the  int«r. 
suzerain  and  the  vassal  depends  always  upon  the  ^odu<m 
I  special  case,  excludes  the  possibiUty  of  laying  down  g^jjj^^ 
•^  I  a  general  rule  as  regards  the  position  of  Vassal  States 
within  the  Family  of  Nations.  It  is  certain  that  a 
Vassal  State  as  such  need  not  have  any  position 
whatever  within  the  Fanuly  of  Nations.  In  every 
case  in  which  a  Vassal  State  has  absolutely  no  rela- 
tion whatever  with  other  States,  since  the  suzerain 
absorbs  these  relations  entirely,  such  vassal  remains 
nevertheless  a  half-Sovereign  State  on  account  of  its 
internal  independence,  but  it  has  no  ^  position  what- 
ever within  the  Family  of  Nations,  and  consequently 
is  for  no  part  whatever  an  International  Person  and 
a  subject  of  International  Law.  Tet  instances  can 
be  given  which  demonstrate  that  Vassal  States  can  /  ^ 
have  some  small  and  subordinate  position  within]  ^ 
that  family,  and  that  they  must  in  consequence 
thereof  in  some  few  points  be  considered  as  Inter- 
national Persons.  Thus  E^pt  can  conclude  com- 
mercial and  postal  treaties  with  foreign  States 
without  the  consent  of  suzerain  Turkey,  and  Bulgaria 
can  conclude  treaties  regarding  railways,  post,  and 
the  like.  Thus,  further,  Bulgaria  as  well  as  Egypt 
can  send  and  receive  consuls  as  diplomatic  agents. 
Thus,  thirdly,  the  former  South  African  Bepublic, 
although  in  the  opinion  of  Qreat  Britain  under  her 
suzerainty,  could  conclude  all  kinds  of  treaties  with 

^  This  is  the  position  of  the  themselves  or  with  foreign  States. 

Indian  Vassal   States  of   Qreat  (See  Westlake,  Chapters,  pp.  3 11- 

Britain,  whieh   have   no    inter-  219,  and  now  Westlake,  I.  pp.  41- 

naiional  relations  and  oommtini-  43.) 
oations  whatever  either  between 
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other  States,  provided  Great  Britain  did  not  interpose 
a  veto  within  six  months  after  receiving  a  copy  of  the 
draft  treaty,  and  was  absolutely  independent  in  con- 
cluding treaties  with  the  neighbouring  Orange  Free 
State.  Again,  Egypt  possesses  since  1898  together 
with  Great  Britain  condominium  ^  over  the  Soudan, 
which  means  that  both  exercise  conjointly  sovereignty 
over  this  territory.  Although  Vassal  States  have 
not  the  right  to  make  war  independently  of  their 
suzerain,  Bulgaria  nevertheless  fought  a  war  against 
the  full-Sovereign  Servia  in  1885,  *^d  Egypt  conquered 
conjointly  with  Great  Britain  the  Soudan  in  1898. 

How  could  all  these  and  other  facts  be  explained, 
if  Vassal  States  could  never  for  some  small  part  be 
International  Persons  ? 

Side  by  side  with  these  facts  stand,  of  course,  other 
facts  which  show  that  for  the  most  part  the  Vassal 
State,  even  if  it  has  some  small  position  of  its  own 
within  the  Family  of  Nations,  is  considered  a  mere 
portion  of  the  Suzerain  State.  Thus  all  international 
treaties  concluded  by  the  Suzerain  State  are  ipso 
facto  concluded  for  the  vassal,  if  an  exception  is  not  ex- 
pressly mentioned  or  self-evident.  Thus,  again,  war 
of  the  suzerain  is  ipso  facto  war  of  the  vassal.  Thus, 
thirdly,  the  suzerain  bears  within  certain  limits  a 
responsibility  for  actions  of  the  Vassal  State. 
,.  Under  these  circumstances  it  is  generally  admitted 
l^lthat  the  conception  of  suzerainty  lacks  juridical  pre- 
cision, and  experience  teaches  that  Vassal  States  do 
not  remain  half-Sovereign  for  long.  They  either 
shake  off  suzerainty  and  turn  into  full-Sovereign 
States,  as  Boumania,  Servia,  and  Montenegro  did  in 
1878,  or  they  lose  their  half-sovereignty  through 
annexation,   as  in  the   case   of  the  South  African 

^  See  below,  $  171. 
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Eepublic  in  1901,  or  merger,  as  the  half-Soyereign 
Seignory  of  Kniephausen  in  Germany  merged  in 
1854  into  its  suzerain  Oldenburg. 

Vassal  States  of  importance  which  are  for  some 
parts  International  Persons  are,  at  present,  Bulgaria,^ 
E^pt,^  and  Crete.'  They  are  all  three  under 
Turkish  suzerainty,  although  Egypt  is  actually  under 
the  administration  of  Gh*eat  Britain. 


vn 

States  unbeb  Pbotbgtorats 

Hall,  {{  4  and  58  "C^WesUake,  I.  pp.  22-24— Lawrence,  S  50— Phillimore, 
I.  75-82— Twifls,  L  H  22-36— Taylor,  H  134-139— ^^Hieaton,  §J  34- 
36— Blnntflohli,  $  78 — ^Hartmann,  $  9 — ^Heffter,  H  19  and  22 — 
Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorfi;  11.  pp.  98-117 — Gareis,  {  15 — ^Lisst, 
S  6 — Ullmann,  $  17 — ^Bonfils,  Nos.  176-187 — ^Despagnet,  Nob.  130- 
136— Pradier-Fod^r^,  I.  Nob.  94-108— Nya,  Lpp.  364-366— Rivier, 
I.  $  4— Galvo,  I.  S$  62-65— Piore,  !•  J  341— Martens,  I.  S$  60-61— 
Heilbom,  <«Da8  vdlkerrechtliche  Proteetorat "  (1891)— Engelhardt, 
**LeB  ProteotoratB,  etc."  (i896)--Gairal,  '*Le  proteetorat  inter- 
national"  (1896)— Despagnet,  '*  Essai  but  lee  protectorate"  (1896) 
— Boghitch^vitoh,  "  Halbfloaver&iit&t "  (1903). 

§  92.  Legally  and  materially  different  from  suze-  oonoep. 
rainty  is  the  relation  of  protectorate  between  two  ^^ 
States.     It  happens  that  a  weak  State  surrenders  borate, 
itself  by  treaty  into  the  protection  of  a  strong  and 
mighty  State  in  such  a  way  that  it  transfers  the 
management  ^  of  all  its  more  important  international 
affairs  to  the  protecting  State.     Through  such  treaty 

^  See  Holland,  The  European  cantion,   since   they  are   deeply 

Concert  in  the  Eastern  Question  tinged  with  Anglophobia. 

(1885),  pp.  277-307.  '  See  Streit  hi  RG.  X.  (1903), 

'  See  Holland,  The  European  pp.  399-417. 

Ooncert  in  the  Eastern  Question  *  A  treaty  of  protectorate  must 

(1885),  pp.  89-205 ;  Orttnau,  Die  not  be  confounded  with  a  treaty  01 

Btaats-  und  vdlkerrechtliche  Stel-  protection  in  which  one  or  more 

lung  Aeg^ptens  (1903) ;  Cocheris,  strong  States  promise  to  protect  a 

SituationmtemationalederEgypte  weak  State  without  absorbing  the 

et  dn  Soudan  (1903).  The  last  two  international  relations  of  the  latter, 
books  ought   to    be  read    with 
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an  international  union  is  called  into  existence  be- 
tween the  two  States,  and  the  relation  between  them 
is  called  protectorate.  The  protecting  State  is  inter- 
nationally the  superior  of  the  protected  State,  the 
latter  has  with  the  loss  of  the  management  of  its  more 
important  international  affairs  lost  its  full  sovereignty 
and  is  henceforth  only  a  half-Sovereign  State.  Pro- 
tectorate is,  however,  a  conception  which,  just  like 
suzerainty,  lacks  exact  juristic  precision,  as  its  real 
meaning  depends  very  much  upon  the  special  case. 
Generally  speaking,  protectorate  may,  again  like  suze- 
rainty, be  called  a  kind  of  international  guardian- 
ship. 
Inter-  §  93-  The  position  of  a  State  under  protectorate 

°**^Sfln  of  ^^^^'^  *^®  Family  of  Nations  cannot  be  defined  by  a 
st^B       general  rule,  since  it  is  the  treaty  of  protectorate 


under  Pro 
toctorate 


/ 


which  indirectly  specialises  it  by  enumerating  the 
reciprocal  rights  and  duties  of  the  protecting  and 
the  protected  State.  Each  case  must  therefore  be 
treated  according  to  its  own  merits.  Thus  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  protected  State  can  conclude  certain 
international  treaties  and  can  send  and  receive 
diplomatic  envoys,  as  well  as  other  questions,  must 
be  decided  from  the  basis  of  the  individual  treaty 
of  protectorate.  In  any  case,  recognition  of  thei  . 
protectorate  on  the  part  of  third  States  is  necessaryr 
to  enable  the  superior  State  to  represent  the  pro- 
tected State  internationally.  But  it  is  characteristic 
of  the  protectorate,  in  contradistinction  to  suzerainty, 
•^at  the  protected  State  always  has  and  retains  for 
some  parts  a  position  of  its  own  within  the  Family  of 
Nations,  and  that  it  is  always  for  some  parts  an 
International  Person  and  a  subject  of  International 
Law.  It  is  never  in  any  respect  considered  a  mere 
portion  of  the  superior  State.     It  is,  therefore,  not 
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necessarily  a  party  in  a  war  ^  of  the  superior  State  / 
against  a  third,  and  treaties  concluded  by  the| 
superior  State  are  not  ipso  facto  concluded  for  the  pro* 
tected  State.  And,  lastly,  it  can  at  the  same  time 
be  under  the  protectorate  of  two  different  States,  which, 
of  course,  must  exercise  the  protectorate  conjointly. 

In  Europe  there  are  at  present  only  two  very 
small  States  under  protectorate— namely,  the  republic 
A  of  Andorra,  under  the  joint  protectorate  of  France 
and  Spain,^  and  the  republic  of  San  Marino,  an  |  "^ 
enclosure  of  Italy,  which  was  formerly  under  the 
protectorate  of  the  Papal  States  and  is  now  under 
that  of  Italy.  The  Principality  of  Monaco,  which 
was  under  the  protectorate  at  first  of  Spain  until 
1693,  afterwards  of  France  until  181 5,  and  then  of 
Sardinia,  has  now  through  custom  become  a  full 
Sovereign  State,  since  Italy  has  never  ^  exercised  the 
protectorate.  The  Ionian  Islands,  which  were  under 
British  protectorate  since  181 5,  merged  into  the  King- 
dom of  Ghreece  in  1863. 

§94.  Outside  Europe  there  are  numerous  States  Pioteo. 
under  the  protectorate  of  European  States,  but  all  of  ^te^the 
them  are  non-Christian  States  of  such  a  civilisation  E*??^^  ^ 
as  would  not  admit  them  as  fuU  members  of  the 
Family  of  Nations,  apart  from  the  protectorate  under 
which  they  are  now.      And  it  may  therefore  be 
questioned    whether    they  have  any  real  position 
within  the  Family  of  Nations  at  all.     As  the  protec- 
torate over  them  is  recognised  by  third  States,  the 
latter  are    legally  prevented  from    exercising  any 
political  influence  in  these  protected  States,  and, 
failing  special  treaty  rights,  they  have  no  right  to 


^  This  was  xeoogniBed  by  the  (See  FhiUimore,  I.  $  77.) 

EnglUh  Prize  Courts  during  the  '  This  protectorate  is  exercised 

Crimean  War  with  regard  to  the  for  Spain  by  the  Bishop  of  UrgeL 

Ionian  Islands,  which  were  then  '  This  is  a  clear  case  of  denies 

still  under  British   protectorate.  iu4o. 


r 
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interfere  if  the  protecting  State  annexes  the  pro- 
tected State  and  makes  it  a  mere  colony  of  its  own, 
as,  for  instance,  France  did  with  Madagascar  in  1896. 
Protectorates  of  this  kind  are  actually  nothing  else 
than  the  first  step  to  annexation.^  Since  they  are 
based  on  treaties  with  real  States,  they  cannot  in 
every  way  be  compared  with  the  so-called  protec- 
torates over  African  tribes  which  European  States 
acquire  through  a  treaty  with  the  chiefs  of  these 
tribes,  and  by  which  ^e  respective  territory  is 
preserved  for  future  occupation  on  the  part  of  the 
so-called  protector.^  But  actually  they  idways  lead 
to  annexation,  if  the  protected  State  does  not  succeed 
in  shaking  off  by  force  the  protectorate,  as  Abyssinia 
did  in  1 896  when  she  shook  off  the  pretended  Italian 
protectorate. 


vm 

Nbutraliskd  States 

Westlake,  I.  pp.  27-30— Lawrenoei  $$  52  and  246— Taylor,  {  133— 
Blnntoohli,  $  745— Heffker,  $  145— HoHsendorff  in  HoltEendor£E;  II. 
pp.  643-646— Gafeis,  $  15— Luzt,  $  6— UUmann,  $  iS— Bonfils,  Nos* 
348-3^— I^espagnet,  No«.  137-146— Pradier-Fod^r^,  11.  Noa.  looi- 
1015— Nys,  I.  pp.  379-398— Rivier,  I,  J  7— Calvo,  IV,  $$  2596-2610 
— Piooioni's  "  Essai  sor  la  neutrality  perp^tnelle  "  (2nd  ed.  1902) — 
Begnault,  *<De8  effets  de  la  neutralite  perp^tuelle  "  (1898)— Tswett- 
oo£^  "De  la  atoation  joridiqne  des  ^tats  neutralises "  (1895). 

§  95.  A  neutralised  State  is  a  State  whose  indepen- 

Cono^.     dence  and  integrity  are  for  all  the  future  guaranteed 

Neutral-     bj  an  international  convention  of  the  Powers,  under 

states.      t.he  condition  that  such  State  binds  itself  never  to 

take   up  arms  against   any  other  State  except  for 

^  Examples     of     sueh     non-    and  Tunis  under  France. 
Christian  States  under  protectorate       *  See  below,  $  226. 
are  Zanzil>ar  under  Ghreat  Britain 
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defence  against  attack,  and  never  to  enter  into  such 
international  obligations  as  could  indirectly  drag  it 
into  war.  The  reason  why  a  State  asks  or  consents 
to  become  neutralised  is  tliat  it  is  a  weak  State  and 
does  not  want  an  active  part  in  international  politics, 
being  exclusively  devoted  to  peaceable  developments 
of  welfare.  The  reason  why  the  Powers  neutralise  a 
weak  State  may  be  a  different  one  in  different  cases. 
The  chief  reasons  have  been  hitherto  the  balance  of 
power  in  Europe  and  the  interest  in  keeping  up  a 
weak  State  as  a  so-called  Buffer-State  between  the 
territories  of  Great  Powers. 

Not  to  be  confounded  with  neutralisation  of  States 
is  neutralisation  of  parts  of  States,^  of  rivers,  canals, 
and  the  like,  which  has  the  effect  that  war  cannot 
there  be  made  and  prepared. 

§  96.  Without  thereby  becoming  a  neutralised  ^^A 
State,  every  State  can  conclude  a  treaty  with  another  of  Kentrai- 
State  and  undertake  the  obligation  to  remain  neutral  ^^^' 
if  such  other  State  enters  upon  war.  The  act  through 
which  a  State  becomes  a  neutralised  State  for  all  the 
future  is  always  an  international  treaty  of  the  Powers 
between  themselves  and  between  the  State  concerned, 
by  which  treaty  the  Powers  guarantee  collectively 
the  independence  and  integrity  of  the  latter  State. 
If  all  the  Great  Powers  do  not  take  part  in  the  treaty, 
those  which  do  not  take  part  in  it  must  at  least  ^ve 
their  tacit  consent  by  taking  up  an  attitude  which 
shows  that  they  agree  to  the  neutralisation,  although 
they  do  not  guarantee  it.  In  guaranteeing  the  per- 
manent neutrality  of  a  State  the  contracting  Powers 
enter  into  the  obligation  not  to  violate  on  their  part 
the  independence  of  the  neutral  State  and  to  prevent 
other  States  from  such  violation.    But  the  neutral 

^  See  below,  vol.  IL  {  7^* 
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State  becomes,  apart  from  the  guaranty,  in  no  way 
dependent  upon  the  guarantors,  and  the  latter  gain 
no  influence  whatever  over  the  neutral  State  in 
matters  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  guaranty. 
The  condition  of  the  neutralisation  is  that  the 
neutralised  State  abstains  from  any  hostile  action, 
and  further  from  any  international  engagement  which 
could  indirectly  ^  drag  it  into  hostilities  against  any 
other  State. 

§  97.  Since  a  neutralised  State  is  under  the 
^tionai  obligation  not  to  make  war  against  any  other  State, 
position  of  except  when  attacked,  and  not  to  conclude  treaties 
ised  of  alliance,  guaranty,  and  the  like,  it  is  frequently 

states.  maintained  that  neutralised  States  are  part-Sovereign  ^ 
only  and  not  International  Persons  of  the  same 
position  within  the  Family  of  Nations  as  other  States. 
This  opinion  has,  however,  no  basis  if  the  real  facts 
and  conditions  of  the  neutralisation  are  taken  into 
consideration.  If  sovereignty  is  nothing  else  than 
supreme  authority,  a  neutralised  State  is  as  fully 
sovereign  as  any  not  neutralised  State.  It  is  entirely 
independent  outside  as  well  as  inside  its  borders, 
since  independence  does  not  at  all  mean  boundless 
liberty  of  action.^  Nobody  maintains  that  the 
guaranteed  protection  of  the  independence  and 
integrity  of  the  neutralised  State  places  this  State 
under  the  protectorate  or  any  other  kind  of  authority 
of  the  guarantors.  And  the  condition  of  the  neutrali- 
sation to  abstain  from  war,  treaties  of  alliance,  and 
the  like,  contains  restrictions  which  do  in  no  way 

^  It  was,  therefore,  impossible  London  of  May  11,  1867:  ''sons 

for  Belgium,  which  was  a  party  to  la  sanction  de  la  garantie  collective 

the  treaty  that  neutralised  Luxem*  des     pnissanoes     signataires,    i 

burg  in  1867,  to  take  part  in  the  l*exoeption  de  la  Belgique,  qui  est 

guarantee  of  this  neutralisation,  elle-mdme  un  ^tat  neutre." 

See    Article  2  of  the   Treaty  of  ^  See  below,  $  126. 
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destroy  the  full  sovereignty  of  the  neutralised  State. 
Such  condition  has  the  consequence  only  that  the 
neutralised  State  exposes  itself  to  an  intervention  by 
right,  and  loses  the  guaranteed  protection  in  case  it 
commits  hostilities  against  another  State,  enters  into 
a  treaty  of  alliance,  and  the  like.  Just  as  a  not- 
neutralised  State  which  has  concluded  treaties  of 
arbitration  with  other  States  to  settle  all  conflicts 
between  one  another  by  arbitration  has  not  lost  part 
of  its  sovereignty  because  it  has  thereby  to  abstain 
from  arms,  so  a  neutralised  State  has  not  lost  a 
part  of  its  sovereignty  through  entering  into  the/^ 
obligation  to  abstain  from  hostilities  and  treaties  or 
alliance.  This  becomes  quite  apparent  when  it  is 
taken  into  consideration  that  a  neutralised  State  not 
only  can  conclude  treaties  of  all  kinds,  except 
treaties  of  alliance,  guarantee,  and  the  like,  but  can 
also  have  an  army  and  navy^  and  can  build  for- 
tresses, as  long  as  this  is  done  with  the  purpose  of 
preparing  defence  only.  Neutralisation  does  not 
even  exercise  an  influence  upon  the  rank  of  a  State. 
Belgium,  Switzerland,  and  Luxemburg  are  States 
with  royal  honours  and  do  not  rank  behind  Great 
Britain  or  any  other  of  the  guarantors  of  their 
neutralisation.  Nor  is  it  denied  that  neutralised 
States,  in  spite  of  their  weakness  and  comparative 
unimportance,  can  nevertheless  play  an  important 
part  within  the  Family  of  Nations.  Although  she 
has  no  voice  where  history  is  made  by  the  sword, 
Switzerland  has  exercised  great  influence  with  regard 
to  several  points  of  progress  in  International  Law. 
Thus  the  Gteneva  Convention  owes  its  existence  to 


^  The  case  of  Luxemburg,  which    with  the  exception  of  a  police,  is  an 
became  neutnJised  under  the  con-    anomaly, 
dition  not  to  keep  an  armed  force 
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the  initiative  of  Switzerland.  The  fact  that  a  per- 
manently neutralised  State  is  in  many  questions  a 
disinterested  party  makes  such  State  fit  to  take  the 
initiative  where  action  by  a  Great  Power  would 
create  suspicion  and  reservedness  on  the  part  of  other 
Powers. 

But  neutralised  States  are  and  must  always  be  an 
exception.  The  Family  and  the  Law  of  Nations 
could  not  be  what  they  are  if  ever  the  number  of 
neutralised  States  should  be  much  increased.  It  is 
neither  in  the  interest  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  nor  in 
that  of  humanity,  that  all  the  small  States  should 
become  neutralised,  as  thereby  the  political  influence 
of  the  few  Great  Powers  would  become  still  greater 
than  it  already  is.  The  four  neutralised  States — 
namely,  Switzerland,  Belgium,  Luxemburg,  and  the 
Congo  State — are  a  product  of  the  nineteenth  century 
only,  and  it  remains  to  be  seen  whether  neutralisation 
can  stand  the  test  of  history.^ 
s^isMT-  §  gg.  The  Swiss  Confederation,^  which  was  recog- 
nised by  the  Westphalian  Peace  of  1648,  has  pursued 
a  traditional  policy  of  neutrality  since  that  time. 
During  the  French  Revolution  and  the  Napoleonic 
wars,  however,  she  did  not  succeed  in  keeping  up  her 
neutrality.  French  intervention  brought  about  in 
1803  a  new  Constitution,  according  to  which  the 
single  cantons  ceased  to  be  independent  States  and 
Switzerland  turned  from  a  Confederation  of  States 


^  The  iato  of  the  BepaUic  of  as  an   example  that   neutratised 

Graoow,  which   was  created  an  States  have  no  durability.    This 

independent  State  under  the  joint  annexation  was  only  the  last  act 

protection  of  Austria,  Prussia,  and  in  the  drama  of  the  absorption  of 

Russia  by  the  Vienna  Congress  Poland  by  her  neighbours, 

in  181^1  and  permanently    neu-  *  See     Schweizer,    Geschichte 

tralisea,  but  which  was  annexed  der   sohweiseriachen   NeutnJitat 

by  Austria  in   1846  (see  Nys,  I.  (1895). 
pp.  383-385),  cannot   be   quoted 
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into  the  simple  State  of  the  Helvetic  Eepublic,  which 
was,  moreover,  through  a  treaty  of  alliance  linked  to 
France.  It  was  not  tiU  181 3  that  Switzerland  be- 
came again  a  Confederation  of  States,  and  not  till 
181 5  that  she  succeeded  in  becoming  permanently 
neutralised.  On  March  20,  18 15,  at  the  Congress  at 
Vienna,  Great  Britain,  Austria,  France,  Portugal, 
Prussia,  Spain,  and  Bussia  signed  the  declaration  in 
which  the  permanent  neutrality  of  Switzerland  was 
recognised  and  collectively  guaranteed,  and  on 
May  27,  18 1 5,  Switzerland  acceded  to  this  declara- 
tion. Article  84  of  the  Act  of  the  Vienna  Congress 
confirmed  this  declaration,  and  an  Act,  dated  Novem- 
ber 20,  18 1 5,  of  the  Powers  assembled  at  Paris  after 
the  final  defeat  of  Napoleon  recognised  it  again.^ 
Since  that  time  Switzerland  has  always  succeeded  in 
keeping  up  her  neutrality.  She  has  built  fortresses 
and  organised  a  strong  army  for  that  purpose,  and  in 
January  1871,  during  the  Franco-German  War,  she 
disarmed  a  French  army  of  more  than  80,000  men 
who  had  taken  refuge  on  her  territory,  and  guarded 
them  till  after  the  war. 

§  99.  Belgium  ^  became  neutralised  from  the  mo-  Belgium. 
ment  she  was  recognised  as  an  independent  State 
in  1 83 1.  The  Treaty  of  London,  signed  on  Novem- 
ber 15,  1 83 1,  by  Ghreat  Britain,  Austria,  Belgium, 
France,  Prussia,  and  Russia,  stipulates  in  its  article  7 
at  the  same  time  the  independence  and  the  permanent 
neutrality  of  Belgium,  and  in  its  article  25  the 
guaranty  of  the  signatory  five  Great  Powers.^  And 
the  guaranty  was  renewed  in  article  i  of  the  Treaty 
of  London  of  April   19,  1839,*  to  which  the  same 

^  See   Martens,  N.B.,  II.  pp.       '  See  Martens,  N.B.,  XI.  pp.  394 

157,  I73»  4i9»  740.  and  404-  „ 

*  See  Desoamps,  La  Nentralit6       *'  See  Martens,  N.B.XVI.p.790. 
de  la  Belgiqne,  1902. 

VOL.  I.  L 
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Powers  are  parties,  and  which  is  the  final  treaty  con- 
cerning the  separation  of  Belgium  from  the  Nether- 
lands. 

*  Belgium  has,  just  like  Switzerland,  also  succeeded 
in  keeping  up  her  neutrality.  She,  too,  has  built 
fortresses  and  possesses  a  strong  army. 
LnzMii.  §  100.  The  Grand  Duchy  of  Luxemburg^  was 
since  181 5  in  personal  union  with  the  Netherlands, 
but  at  the  same  time  a  member  of  the  Germanic  Con- 
federation, and  Prussia  had  since  1856  the  right  to 
keep  troops  in  the  fortress  of  Luxemburg.  In  1866 
the  Germanic  Confederation  came  to  an  end,  and 
Napoleon  m.  made  efforts  to  acquire  Luxemburg  by 
purchase  from  the  King  of  Holland,  who  was  at  the 
same  time  Grand  Duke  of  Luxemburg.  As  Prussia 
objected  to  this,  it  seemed  advisable  to  the  Powers 
to  neutralise  Luxemburg.  A  Conference  met  in 
London,  at  which  Great  Britain,  Austria,  Belgium, 
France,  Holland  and  Luxemburg,  Italy,  Prussia,  and 
Bussia  were  represented,  and  on  May  11,  1867,  a 
treaty  was  signed  for  the  purpose  of  the  neutralisa- 
tion, which  is  stipulated  and  collectively  guaranteed 
by  all  the  signatory  Powers,  Belgium  as  a  neutralised 
State  herself  excepted,  by  article  2.^ 

The  neutralisation  took  place,  however,  under  the 
abnormal  condition  that  Luxemburg  is  not  allowed 
to  keep  any  armed  force,  with  the  exception  of  a 
police  for  the  maintenance  of  safety  and  order,  nor  to 
possess  any  fortresses.  Under  these  circumstances 
Luxemburg  herself  can  do  nothing  for  the  defence  of 
her  neutrality,  as  Belgium  and  Switzerland  can. 

§101.  The    Congo    Free   State,^  which  was  re- 

*  See   Wompaeh,  Le   Lnxem-  ^  Moynier,    La    fondation   de 

bonrg  nentre  (1900).  I'Etat    ind^pendant    da    Oongo 

>  See  Martens,  N.R.G.  XVIII.  (1887);  HaU,  {  26;  Weedake,  X 

p.  448.  p.  30. 
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cognised  as  an  independent  State  by  the  Berlin  The  Congo 
Congo  Conference  ^  of  1 884-1 885,  is  a  permanently 
neutralised  State  since  1885,  but  its  neutralisation 
is  imperfect  in  so  far  as  it  is  not  guaranteed  by 
the  Powers.  This  fact  is  explained  by  the  circum- 
stances under  which  this  State  attained  its  neutrali- 
sation. Article  10  of  the  General  Act  of  the  Congo 
Conference  of  Berlin  stipulates  that  the  signatory 
Powers  shall  respect  the  neutrality  of  any  territory 
within  the  Congo  district,  provided  the  Power  then 
or  hereafter  in  possession  of  the  territory  proclaims 
its  neutrality.  Accordingly,  when  the  Congo  Free 
State  was  recognised  by  the  Congress  of  Berlin,  the 
King  of  the  Belgians,  as  the  sovereign  of  the  Congo 
State,  declared^  it  permanently  neutral,  and  this 
declaration  was  notified  to  and  recognised  by  the 
Powers.  Since  the  Congo  Conference  did  not 
guarantee  the  neutrality  of  the  territories  within  the 
Congo  district,  the  neutralisation  of  the  Congo  Free 
State  is  not  guaranteed  either. 


IX 
Non-Chbistian  States 


WesUake,  I.  p.  4c>->Fhi]limore,  I.  $$  27-33— Blnntsehli,  SS  1-16— 
HefEter,  $  7 — Gareia,  J  lo— Rivier,  I.  pp.  13-18— Bonfils,  No.  40— 
Martens,  {  41 — Nys,  I.  pp.  122-125— Westlake,  Chapters,  pp.  114- 
143* 

§  102.  It  will  be  remembered  from  the  previous  Noessen- 
discussion  of  the  dominion  ^  of  the  Law  of  Nations  ferenoe 
that  this  dominion  extends  beyond  the  Christian  and  ©S^S^ 
includes  now  the  Mahometan  State  of  Turkey  and  wd  other 

^  states. 

'  See  Protocol  9  of  that  Confer-        *  See  Martens,  H.B.G.,  2ncl  ser. 
ence  in  Martens,  N  JI.G.,  2nd  ser.    XVI.  p.  58s. 
X.  p.  353.  3  See  above,  $  28. 

l2 
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the  Buddhistic  State  of  Japan.  As  all  full-Sovereign 
International  Persons  are  equal  to  one  another,  no 
essential  difference  exists  within  the  Family  of  Nations 
between  Christian  and  non-Christian  States.  That 
foreigners  residing  in  Turkey  are  still  under  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  their  consuls,  is  an  anomaly 
Wd  on  i  restriction  on  terri.»rid  ^-n^y  -4 
partly  from  custom  and  partly  from  treaties.  If 
Turkey  could  ever  succeed,  as  Japan  did,  in  intro- 
ducing such  reforms  as  would  create  confidence  in 
the  impartiality  of  her  Courts  of  Justice,  this  restric- 
tion would  certainly  be  abolished. 
Inter-  §  ^^S-  Doubtful  is  the  position  of  all  non-Christian 

SJSoI  States  except  Turkey  and  Japan,  such  as  China, 
DOT-  Korea,  Siam,  Persia,  and  further  Abyssinia,  although 
Stetes  the  latter  is  a  Christian  State.  Their  civilisation  is 
^k^  essentially  so  different  from  that  of  the  Christian 
and  Japan.  States  that  international  intercourse  with  them  of 
the  same  kind  as  between  Christian  States  has  been 
hitherto  impossible.    And  neither  their  governments 

4  nor  their  population  are  at  present  able  to  fully 
understand  the  Law  of  Nations  and  to  take  up  an 
attitude  which  is  in  conformity  with  all  the  rules  of 
this  law.  There  should  be  no  doubt  that  these 
States  are  not  International  Persons  of  the  same  kind 
and  the  same  position  within  the  Family  of  Nations 
as  Christian  States.  But  it  is  equally  wrong  to 
/  \  maintain  that  they  are  absolutely  outside  the  Family 
of  Nations,  and  are  for  no  part  International  Persons. 
Since  they  send  and  receive  diplomatic  envoys  and 
conclude  international  treaties,  the  opinion  is  justified 
that  such  States  are  International  Persons  only  in 
some  respects — namely,  those  in  which  they  have 
expressly  or  tacitly  been  received  into  the  Family 
of  Nations.    When  Christian  States  begin  such  inter- 
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course  with  these  non-Christian  States  as  to  send 
diplomatic  envoys  to  them  and  receive  their  diplo- 
matic envoys,  and  when  they  enter  into  treaty 
obUgations  with  them,  they  indirectly  declare  that 
they  are  ready  to  recognise  them  for  these  parts  as 
International  Persons  and  subjects  of  the  Law  of 
Nations.  But  for  other  parts  such  non-Christian 
States  remain  as  yet  outside  the  circle  of  the  Family 
of  Nations,  especially  with  regard  to  war,  and  they 
are  for  those  parts  treated  by  the  Christian  Powers 
according  to  discretion.  This  condition  of  things 
will,  however,  not  last  very  long.  It  may  be 
expected  that  with  the  progress  of  civilisation  these 
States  will  become  sooner  or  later  International 
Persons  in  the  full  sense  of  the  term. 


X 

The  Holy  Seb 


Hall,  J  98— Westlake,  I.  pp.  37-39— Lawrence,  $  143— Phillimore,  I. 
JJ  278-440— Twias,  I.  5$  206-207— Taylor,  {$  277,  278,  282— 
Wharton,  I.  $  70,  p.  546— Blontsohli,  $  172— Hefiter,  $$  40-41 — 
GefGoken  in  Holtzendorff,  U.  pp.  151-222 — Ghureis,  $  13— Liszt,  $  5 
— Ullmann,  $  19 — ^Bonfils,  Nos,  370-396 — Despagnet,  Nos.  147-164 
— ^Bivier,  I.  $  8 — Fiore,  !•  Noa.  520,  521— MartenB,  I.  $  84— Piore, 
"  Delia  oondizione  gioridioa  intemazionale  della  chiesa  e  del  Papa  " 
(1887)— Bombard,  <<  Le  Pape  et  le  droit  des  gens  "  (1888)— Imbart- 
Latour,  '*La  papaut^  en  droit  international"  (1893). 

§  104.  When  the  Law  of  Nations  began  to  grow  up  The 
among  the  States  of  Christendom,  the  Pope  was  the  p™J' 
monarch  of  one  of  those  States — ^namely,  the  so-called  states. 
Papal  States.    This  State  owed  its  existence  to  Pepin- 
le-Bref  and  his  son  Charlemagne,  who  established  it  in 
gratitude  to  the  Popes  Stephen  HI.  and  Adrian  I.,  who 
crowned  them  as  Kings  of  the  Franks.     It  remained 
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in  the  hands  of  the  Popes  till  1 798,  when  it  became  a 
republic  for  about  three  years.  In  1 801  the  former 
Older  of  things  was  re-established,  but  in  1809  ^^ 
became  a  part  of  the  Napoleonic  Empire.  In  18 14 
it  was  re-established  and  remained  in  existence  till 
1870,  when  it  was  annexed  to  the  Kingdom  of  Italy. 
Throughout  the  existence  of  the  Papal  States,  the 
Popes  were  monarchs  and,  as  such,  equals  to  all  other 
monarchs.  Their  position  was,  however,  even  then 
anomalous,  as  their  influence  and  the  privileges 
granted  to  them  by  the  different  States  were  due,  not 
alone  to  their  being  monarchs  of  a  State,  but  to  their 
being  the  head  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church.  But 
this  anomaly  did  not  create  any  real  difficulty,  since 
the  privileges  granted  to  the  Popes  existed  within  the 
province  of  precedence  only. 
The  §  105.  When,  in  1870,  Italy  annexed  the  Papal 

^^Ij^f  States  and  made  Bome  her  capital,  she  had  to  under- 
Guaranty,  take  the  task  of  creating  a  position  for  the  Holy  See 
and  the  Pope  which  was  consonant  with  the  import- 
ance of  the  latter  to  the  Eoman  Catholic  Church.  It 
seemed  impossible  that  the  Pope  should  become  an 
Italian  subject  and  that  the  Holy  See  should  be  an 
institution  under  the  territorial  supremacy  of  Italy. 
For  many  reasons  no  alteration  was  desirable  in  the 
administration  by  the  Holy  See  of  the  affairs  of  the 
Boman  Catholic  Church  or  in  the  position  of  the  Pope 
as  the  inviolable  head  of  that  Church.  For  that 
purpose  the  Italian  Parliament  passed  an  Act  re- 
garding the  guaranties  granted  to  the  Pope  and  the 
Holy  See,  which  is  commonly  called  the  "Law  of 
Guaranty."  According  to  this  the  position  of  the 
Pope  and  the  Holy  See  is  in  Italy  as  follows : — 

The  person  of  the  Pope  is  sacred  and  inviolable 
(article  i).     An  offence  against  his  person  is  to  be 
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punished  in  the  same  way  as  an  offence  against  the 
King  of  Italy  (article  2).    He  enjoys  all  the  honours 
of  a  sovereign,  retains  the  privileges  of  precedence 
conceded  to  him  by  Boman  Catholic  monarchs,  has  the 
right  to  keep  an  armed  body-guard  of  the  same 
strength  as  before  the  annexation  for  the  safety  of 
his  person  and  of  his  palaces  (article  3),  and  receives 
an  allowance  of  3,225,000  francs  (article  4).    The 
Vatican,  the  seat  of  the  Holy  See,  and  the  palaces 
where  a  conclave  for  the  election  of  a  new  Pope  or 
where  an  Oecumenical  Council  meets,  are  inviolable, 
and  no  Italian  official  is  allowed  to  enter  them  without 
consent  of  the  Holy  See  (articles  5-8).    The  Pope  is 
absolutely  free  in  performing  all  the  functions  con- 
nected with  his  mission  as  head  of  the  Boman  Catholic 
Church,  and  so  are  his  officials  (articles  9  and  10). 
The  Pope  has  the  right  to  send  and  to  receive  envoys, 
who  enjoy  all  the  privileges  of  the  diplomatic  envoys 
sent  and  received  by  Italy  (article  11).     The  freedom 
of  communication  between  the  Pope  and  the  entire 
Boman  Catholic  world  is  recognised,  and  the  Pope 
has  therefore  the  right  to  a  post  and  telegraph  office 
of  his  own  in  the  Vatican  or  any  other  place  of 
residence  and  to  appoint  his  own  post-office  clerks 
(article    12).    And,  lastly,  the    colleges  and  other 
institutions  of  the  Pope  for  the  education  of  priests 
in  Bome  and  the  environments  remain  under  his  ex- 
clusive supervision,  without  any  interference  on  the 
part  of  the  Italian  authorities. 

No  Pope  has  as  yet  recognised  this  Italian  Law  of 
Guaranty,  nor  had  foreign  States  an  opportunity 
of  giving  their  express  consent  to  the  position  of  the 
Pope  in  Italy  created  by  that  law.  But  practically 
foreign  States  as  well  as  the  Popes  themselves,  although 
the  latter  have  never  ceased  to  protest  against  the 
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condition  of  things  created  by  the  annexation  of  the 
Papal  States,  have  made  use  of  the  provisions  ^  of  that 
law.  Several  foreign  States  send  side  by  side  with 
their  diplomatic  envoys  accredited  to  Italy  special 
envoys  to  the  Pope,  and  the  latter  sends  envoys  to 
several  foreign  States. 
Inter.  §  1 06.  The  Law  of  Guaranty  is  not  International 

i^dtion  of  ^^*  Italian  Municipal  Law,  and  the  members  of  the 
theHdy  Family  of  Nations  have  hitherto  not  made  any 
th6  Pope,  special  arrangements  with  regard  to  the  International 
position  of  the  Holy  See  and  the  Pope.  And,  further, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  since  the  extinction  of 
the  Papal  States  the  Pope  is  no  longer  a  monarch 
whose  sovereignty  is  derived  from  his  position  as  the 
head  of  a  State.  For  these  reasons  many  writers  ^ 
maintain  that  the  Holy  See  and  the  Pope  have  no 
longer  any  international  position  whatever  according 
to  the  Law  of  Nations,  since  States  only  and  ex- 
clusively are  International  Persons.  But  if  the  facts 
of  international  life  and  the  actual  condition  of  things 
in  every-day  practice  are  taken  into  consideration, 
this  opinion  has  no  basis  to  stand  upon.  Although 
the  Holy  See  is  not  a  State,  the  envoys  sent  by  her 
to  foreign  States  are  treated  by  the  latter  on  the 
same  footing  with  diplomatic  envoys  as  regards 
exterritoriality,  inviolability,  and  ceremonial  privi- 
leges, and  those  foreign  States  which  send  envoys  to 
the  Holy  See  claim  for  them  from  Italy  all  the 
privileges  and  the  position  of  diplomatic  envoys. 
Further,  although  the  Pope  is  no  longer  the  head  of  a 
State,  the  privileges  due  to  the  head  of  a  monarchical 
State  are  still  granted  to  him  by  foreign  States.     Of 

1  But  the  Popes  have  hitherto        '  Westlake,  I.  p.  38,  now  joins 
never  accepted  the  allowance  pro-  •  the  ranks  of  these  writers, 
vided  by  the  Law  of  Gnaranty. 
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course,  through  this  treatment  the  Holy  See  does  not 
acquire  the  character  of  an  International  Person,  nor 
does  the  Pope  thereby  acquire  the  character  of  a 
head  of  a  monarchical  State.  But  for  some  points 
the  Holy  See  is  actually  treated  as  though  she  were 
an  International  Person,  and  the  Pope  is  treated 
actually  in  every  point  as  though  he  were  the 
head  of  a  monarchical  State.  It  must  therefore  be 
maintained  that  by  custom,  by  tacit  consent  of  the 
members  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  the  Holy  See  has 
a  quasi  international  position.  This  position  allows 
her  to  claim  against  all  the  States  treatment  on  some 
points  as  though  she  were  an  International  Person, 
and  further  to  claim  treatment  of  the  Pope  in  every 
point  as  though  he  were  the  head  of  a  monarchical 
State.  But  it  must  be  emphasised  that,  although  the 
envoys  sent  and  received  by  the  Holy  See  must  be 
treated  as  diplomatic  envoys,  they  are  not  such  in  fact, 
for  they  are  not  agents  for  international  affairs  of 
States,  but  exclusively  agents  for  the  affairs  of  the 
Boman  Catholic  Church.  And  it  must  further  be  em- 
phasised that  the  Holy  See  cannot  conclude  inter- 
national treaties  or  claim  a  vote  at  international 
congresses  and  conferences.  The  so-called  Concor- 
dats— that  is,  treaties  between  the  Holy  See  and  States 
with  regard  to  matters  of  the  Boman  Catholic  Church 
—are  not  international  treaties,  although  analogous 
treatment  is  usually  given  to  them.  Even  formerly, 
when  the  Pope  was  the  head  of  a  State,  such  Concor- 
dats were  not  concluded  with  the  Papal  States,  but 
with  the  Holy  See  and  the  Pope  as  representatives  of 
the  Boman  Catholic  Church. 

§  107.  Since  the  Holy  See  has  no  power  whatever  violation 
to  protect  herself  and  the  person  of  the  Pope  against  Ho^^Bee 
violations,  the  question  as  to  the  protection  of  the  *°^  **>« 
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Holy  See  and  the  person  of  the  Pope  arises.  I 
believe  that,  since  the  present  international  position 
of  the  Holy  See  rests  on  the  tacit  consent  of  the 
members  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  many  a  Roman 
Catholic  Power  would  raise  its  voice  in  case  Italy  or 
any  other  State  should  violate  the  Holy  See  or  the 
person  of  the  Pope,  and  an  intervention  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  either  of  them  would  have  the 
character  of  an  intervention  by  right.  Italy  herself 
would  certainly  make  such  a  violation  by  a  foreign 
Power  her  own  affair,  although  she  has  no  more  than 
any  other  Power  the  legal  duty  to  do  so,  and  although 
she  is  not  responsible  to  other  Powers  for  violations 
of  the  Personality  of  the  latter  by  the  Holy  See  and 
the  Pope. 


XI 
International  Persons  of  the  Present  Dat 

European       §  io8.  AUthc  seventy-two  European  States  are,  of 
*****       course,  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations.    They 
are  the  following : 

Great  Powers  are : 

Austria-Hungary.  Great  Britain. 

France.  Italy. 

Germany.  Bussia. 

Smaller  States  are : 

Denmark.  Boumania. 

Greece.  Servia. 

Holland.  Spain. 

Montenegro.  Sweden-Norway. 

Portugal.  Turkey. 
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Very  small,  but  nevertheless  full-Sovereign,  States 
are: 

Monaco  and  lichtenstein. 
Neutralised  States  are : 

Switzerland,  Belgium,  and  Luxemburg. 

Half-Sovereign  States  are : 

Andorra  (under  the  protectorate   of  France 

and  Spain). 
San  Marino  (under  the  protectorate  of  Italy). 

^^}  (under  the  suzerainty  of  Turkey). 

Part-Sovereign  States  are : 

(a)  Member-States  of  Germany : 
Kingdoms :    Prussia,  Bavaria,  Saxony,  WUr- 

temberg. 
Grand-Duchies :  Baden,  Hesse,  Mecklenburg- 

Schwerin,  Mecklenburg-Strelitz,  Oldenburg. 
Dukedoms  :    Anhalt,  Brunswick,  Saxe-Alten- 

burg,  Saxe-Coburg-Gotha,  Saxe-Meiningen, 

Saxe-Weimar. 
Principalities:     Eeuss    Elder    line,    Beuss 

Younger  Line,  lippe,  Schaumburg-Iippe, 

Schwarzburg  -  Budolstadt,       Schwarsburg- 

Sondershausen,  Waldeck. 
Free  Towns  are  :  Bremen,  Lubeck,  Hamburg. 

{b)  Member-States  of  Switzerland : 
Zurich,  Berne,  Lucerne,  Uri,  Schwyz,  Unter- 
walden  (ob  und  nid  dem  Wald),  Glarus, 
Zug,  Fribourg,  Soleure,  Basle  (Stadt  und 
Landschaft),Schaffhausen,  Appenzell  (beider 
Bhoden),  St.  Gall,  Grisons,  Aargau,  Thur- 
gau,  Tessin,  Vaud,  Valais,  Neuchatel, 
Geneva. 
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American  §  109.  In  America  there  are  twenty-one  States 
^*^  which  are  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  but  it 
must  be  emphasised  that  the  member-States  of  the  five 
Federal  States  on  the  American  continent,  although 
they  are  part-Sovereign,  have  no  footing  within  the 
Family  of  Nations,  because  the  American  Federal 
States,  in  contradistinction  to  Switzerland  and  (Ger- 
many, absorb  all  possible  international  relations  of 
their  member-States.  But  there  is  a  union  of  Con- 
federated States — ^namely,  the  Major  Bepublic  of 
Central  America,  consisting  of  Honduras,  Nicaragua, 
and  San  Salvador,  which  are  all  full-Sovereign  States. 

In  North  America  there  are  : 

The  United  States  of  America. 
The  United  States  of  Mexico. 

In  Central  America  there  are : 

Honduras. 

Nicaragua. 

San  Salvador. 

Guatemala.  Costa  Bica. 

Panama  (since  1903).       Hayti. 

San  Domingo.  Cuba. 

In  South  America  there  are  : 

Colombia.  Uruguay. 

Ecuador.  Bolivia. 

Peru.  Paraguay. 

The  United  States  of  The  United  States 

Venezuela.  of  Argentina. 

The  United  States  of  Chili. 

Brazil. 

African  §  I  ID.  Ill  Africa  th^  Negro  Bepublic  of  Liberia 

and  the  Congo  Free  State  are  the  only  real  and  full 
members  of  the  Family  of  Nations.      Egypt   and 


(The  Major  Bepublic  of 
Central  America.) 
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Tunis  are  half-Sovereign,  the  one  under  Turkish 
suzerainty,  the  other  under  French  protectorate. 
Morocco  and  Abyssinia  are  both  full-Sovereign 
States,  but  for  some  parts  only  within  the  Family  of 
Nations.  The  Soudan  has  an  exceptional  position ; 
being  under  the  condominium  of  Great  Britain  and 
Egypt,  a  footing  of  its  own  within  the  Family  of 
Nations  the  Soudan  certainly  has  not. 

§  III.  In    Asia  only  Japan  is  a  fiill  and  real  ^Biatio 
member  of  the  Family  of  Nations.    Persia,   China, 
Korea,  Siam,  and  Tibet  are  for  some  parts  only  within 
that  family. 


1 
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CHAPTER  n 

POSITION  OF  THE   STATES  WITHIN  THE   FAMILY 

OF  NATIONS 


International  Pbesonality 

Vattel,  I.  $$  13-25— Hall,  $  7— -Westlake,  I.  pp.  293-296— Lawrence, 
$  69— Phillimore,  I.  $J  144-147— Twiw,  I.  $  106— Wharton,  §  60— 
Blnntsohli,  SS  64-81— Hartmann,  f  15— Hefiter,  S  26— Holizendorff 
in  Holtzendor£^  II.  pp.  47-51— Gareis,  §S  24-25— Liflzt,  f  7 — 
Ullmann,$  29— Bonfils,  Nos.  235-241— Bespagnet,  N08. 165-166— 
Fradier-Fod^r^,  I.  Noe.  165-195— Bivier,  I.  $  19— Fiore,  I.  Nog. 
367-371 — Martens,  I.  S  72— Fontenay,  *<  Dee  droits  et  des  devoirs  des 
Etats  entre  enx  "  (1888)— Fillet  in  B.G. ¥.1(1898),  pp.  66  and  236,  VI. 
(1899),  p.  503. 

The  §  1 1 2.  Until  the  last  two  decades  of  the  nmeteenth 

Fonda-  centuij  all  jurists  agreed  that  the  membership 
5^^  of  the  Family  of  Nations  includes  so-called  funda- 
mental rights  for  States.  Such  rights  are  chiefly 
enumerated  as  the  right  of  existence,  of  self-preser- 
vation, of  equality,  of  independence,  of  territorial 
supremacy,  of  holding  and  acquiring  territory,  of 
intercourse,  and  of  good  name  and  reputation.  It 
was  and  is  maintained  that  these  fundamental  rights 
are  a  matter  of  course  and  self-evident,  since  the 
Family  of  Nations  consists  of  Sovereign  States.  But 
no  unanimity  exists  with  regard  to  the  number,  the 
names,  and  the  contents  of  these  alleged  funda- 
mental rights.  A  great  confusion  exists  in  this 
matter,  and  hardly  two  text-book  writers  agree  in 
details  with  regard  to  it.    This  condition  of  things 
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has  led  to  a  searching  criticism  of  the  whole  matter, 
and  several  writers^  have  in  consequence  thereof 
asked  that  the  fundamental  rights  of  States  should 
totally  disappear  from  the  treatises  on  the  Law  of 
Nations.  I  certainly  agree  with  this.  Tet  it  must  be 
taken  into  consideration  that  under  the  wrong  head- 
ing of  fundamental  rights  a  good  many  correct  state- 
ments have  been  made  for  hundreds  of  years,  and 
that  numerous  real  rifrhts  and  duties  are  customarily 
reeogni^d  wUoh  ..rderiveJ  fton.  the  very  member' 
ship  of  the  Family  of  Nations.  They  are  rights  and 
duties  which  do  not  rise  from  international  treaties 
between  a  multitude  of  States,  but  which  the  States 
customarily  hold  as  International  Persons,  and  which 
they  grant  and  receive  reciprocally  as  members  of 
the  Family  of  Nations.  They  are  rights  and  duties 
connected  with  the  position  of  the  States  within  the 
Family  of  Nations,  and  it  is  therefore  only  adequate 
to  their  importance  to  discuss  them  in  a  special 
chapter  under  that  heading. 

§  1 13.  International  Personality  is  the  term  which  inter- 
characterises  fitly  the  position  of  the  States  within  ^^ImS^ 
the  Family  of  Nations,  since  a  State  acquires  Inter-  ^•j 
national  Personality  through  its  recognition  as  a  QoaUUes. 
member.    What  it  really  means  can  be  ascertained 
by  going  back  to  the  basis  ^  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 
Such  basis  is  the  common  consent  of  the  States  that  a 
body  of  legal  rules  shall  regulate  their  intercourse  with 
one  another.    Now  a  legally  regulated  intercourse 

^  See  Stoerk  in  HoUzendorffs  existenoe  of  fnndftmenial  rights  of 

Enoylopftdie    der   ReohtswiBsen-  States  is  emphatically  defended  by 

■ohiiit,  2nd  ed.  (1890),  p.  1291 ;  other  writers.  See  Liszt,  S  7>  and 

Jellinek,  System  der  suDJeetiven  Gareis,  SS  24  and  25.   Westlake,  I. 

dffentliehen  Reehte  (1892),  p.  302 ;  p.  293,  now  joins  the  ranks  of  those 

HeUbom,    System,  p.  279 ;  and  writers  who  deny  the  existence  of 

others.    The  arguments  of  these  fondamental  rights, 

writers  have  met,  however,  con-  ^  See  above,!  12. 
siderable    resistance,     and     the 
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between  Sovereign  States  is  only  possible  under  the 
condition  that  a  certain  liberty  of  action  is  granted 
to  every  State,  and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  every 
State  consents  to  a  certain  restriction  of  action  in  the 
interest  of  the  liberty  of  action  granted  to  every 
other  State.  A  State  that  enters  into  the  Family  of 
Nations  retains  the  natural  liberty  of  action  due 
to  it  in  consequence  of  its  sovereignty,  but  at  the 
same  time  takes  over  the  obligation  to  exercise  self- 
restraint  and  to  restrict  its  liberty  of  action  in  the 
interest  of  that  of  other  States.  In  entering  into  the 
Family  of  Nations  a  State  comes  as  an  equal  to 
equals ;  ^  it  demands  a  certain  consideration  to  be 
paid  to  its  dignity,  the  retention  of  its  independence, 
of  its  territorial  and  its  personal  supremacy.  Recog- 
nition of  a  State  as  a  member  of  the  Family  of 
Nations  contains  recognition  of  such  State's  equality, 
dignity,  independence,  and  territorial  and  pewonal 
supremacy.  But  the  recognised  State  recognises  in 
turn  the  same  qualities  in  other  members  of  that 
famUy,  and  thereby  it  undertakes  responsibiUty  for 
violations  committed  by  it.  All  these  qualities  con- 
stitute as  a  body  the  International  Personality  of  a 
State,  and  International  Personality  may  therefore 
be  said  to  be  the  fact,  given  by  the  very  membership 
of  the  Family  of  Nations,  that  equality,  dignity, 
independence,  territorial  and  personal  supremacy, 
and  the  responsibility  of  every  State  are  recognised 
by  every  other  State.  The  States  are  International 
Persons  because  they  recognise  these  qualities  in  one 
anotiier  and  recognise  their  responsibility  for  viola- 
tions of  these  qualities, 
other  §  114*  But  the  position  of  tiie  States  within  the 

^^^^^'  Family  of  Nations  is  not  exclusively  characterised 

^  See  above,  f  14. 
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by  these  qualities.    The  States  make  a  community  the  pod- 
because  there  is  constant  mtercourse  between  them,  states 
Intercourse  is  therefore  a  condition  without  which  p^u^y^^ 
the  Family  of  Nations  would  not  and  could  not  exist.  Nations. 
Again,  there  are  exceptions  to  the  protection  of  the 
qualities  which  constitute  the  International  Person- 
ality of  the  States,  and  these  exceptions  are  likewise 
characteristic  of  the  position  of  the  States  within  the 
Family  of  Nations.     Thus,  in  time  of  war  belligerents 
have  a  right  to  violate  one  another's  Personality  in 
many  ways ;  even  annihilation  of  the  vanquished  State, 
through  subjugation  after  conquest,  is  allowed.    Thus, 
further,  in  time  of  peace  as  well  as  in  time  of  war, 
such  violations  of  the  Personality  of  other  States  are 
excused  as  are  committed  in   self-preservation  or 
through  justified  intervention.     And,  finally,  jurisdic- 
tion is  siao  important  for  the  position  of  the  States 
within  the  Family  of  Nations.      Intercourse,  self- 
preservation,    intervention,   and   jurisdiction    must, 
therefore,  likewise  be  discussed  in  this  chapter. 
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Vattel,  n.  SS  35-48— Westlake,  I.  pp,  308-312 — ^Lawrence,  S$  134-140 
— Pbilliinore,  I.  §  I47»  II.  SS  27-43 — TwIbs,  I.  $  12 — Halleck,  I. 
pp.  1 16-140— Taylor,  $  i6a— Wheaton,  $S  152-159— Bluntsohli, 
SS  8i~94 — ^Hartmann,  S  14 — ^Heffter,  SS  27-28 — Holtzendorff  in 
HoltzendorfiE^  II.  pp.  1 1-14 — UUmann,  SS  27, 28 — Bonfils,  Nos.  272- 
278 — ^Despagnet,Nos.  167-171 — Pradier-Fod^r^,  11.  Nob.  484-594 — 
BiYier,  I.  $  9— Calvo,  I.  SS  210-259 — ^Fiore,  I.  Nos.  428-451 — 
Martens,  I.  SS  70,  71 — ^Westlake,  Chapters,  pp.  86-109. 

§  115.  The  equality  before  International  Law  of  i«egai 
all  member-States  of  the  Family  of  Nations  is  an  of^Btates, 
invariable  quality  derived  from  their  International 
Personality.^  Whatever  inequality  may  exist  between 

^  See  above,  SS  14  and  113. 
VOL.  I.  M 
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States  as  regards  their  size,  population,  power,  degree 
of  civilisation,  wealth,  and  other  qualities,  they  are 
nevertheless  equals  as  International  Persons.  The 
consequence  of  this  legal  equality  is  that,  whenever  a 
question  arises  which  has  to  be  settled  by  the  consent 
of  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  every  State 
has  a  right  to  a  vote,  but  to  one  vote  only.  And 
legally  the  vote  of  the  weakest  and  smallest  State  has 
quite  as  much  weight  as  the  vote  of  the  largest  and 
most  powerful.  Therefore  any  alteration  of  an  ex- 
isting rule  or  creation  of  a  new  rule  of  International 
Law  by  a  law-making  treaty  has  legal  validity  for  the 
signatory  Powers  and  those  only  who  later  on  accede 
expressly  or  submit  to  it  tacitly  through* custom. 

To  the  rule  of  equality  there  are  three  exceptions. 
First,  such  half-civiUsed  and  similar  States  as  can 
for  some  parts  ^  only  be  considered  International 
Persons,  are  not  equals  of  the  full  members 
of  the  Family  of  Nations.  Secondly,  States  under 
suzerainty  and  under  protectorate  which  are  half- 
Sovereign  and  under  the  guardianship^  of  other 
States  with  regard  to  the  management  of  external 
affairs,  are  not  equals  of  States  which  enjoy  full 
sovereignty.  And,  thirdly,  member-States  of  a 
Federal  State  which,  because  they  have  transferred 
parts  of  their  internal  and  external  sovereignty  to 
their  Federal  State,  are  part-Sovereign,  are  likewise 
not  equals  of  full-Sovereign  States.  But  a  general 
rule  concerning  the  amount  of  inequality  between  the 
equal  and  the  unequal  States  cannot  be  laid  down, 
as  everything  depends  upon  the  special  case. 

§  ii6.  Legal  equality  must  not  be  confounded 
with  political  equaUty.  The  enormous  differences 
between  States  as  regards  their  strength  are  the 

^  Sm  above,  f  103.  '  See  above,  SS  91  and  93. 
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result  of  a  natural  inequality  which,  apart  from  rank  PoUtioai 
and  titles,  finds  its  expression  in  the  province  of  of  Great 
policy.  Politically,  States  are  in  no  manner  equals,  ^*^^*"- 
as  there  is  a  difference  between  the  Great  Powers  and 
others.  Eight  States  must  at  present  be  considered 
as  Great  Powers — namely,  Great  Britain,  Austria- 
Hungary,  France,  Germany,  Italy,  and  Bussia  in 
Europe,  the  United  States  in  America,  and  Japan  in 
Asia.  All  arrangements  made  by  the  body  of  the 
Great  Powers  naturally  gain  the  consent  of  the  minor 
States,  and  the  body  of  the  six  Great  Powers  in 
Europe  is  therefore  called  the  European  Concert. 
The  Great  Powers  are  the  leaders  of  the  Family  of 
Nations,  and  every  progress  of  the  Law  of  Nations 
during  the  past  is  the  result  of  their  hegemony, 
although  the  initiative  towards  the  progress  was 
frequently  taken  by  a  minor  Power. 

But,  however  important  the  position  and  the  in- 
fluence of  the  Great  Powers  may  be,  they  are  by  no 
means  derived  from  a  legal  basis  or  rule.^  It  is 
nothing  else  than  powerful  example  which  makes  the 
smaller  States  agree  to  arrangements  of  the  Great 
Powers.  Nor  has  a  State  the  character  of  a  Great 
Power  by  law.  It  is  nothing  else  than  its  actual 
size  and  strength  which  makes  a  State  a  Great  Power. 
Changes,  therefore,  often  take  place.  Whereas  at 
the  time  of  the  Vienna  Congress  in  1 8 1 5  eight  States 
— namely.  Great  Britain,  Austria,  France,  Portugal, 
Prussia,  Spain,  Sweden,  and  Eussia — ^were  still  con- 
sidered Great  Powers,  their  number  decreased  soon 
to  five,  when  Portugal,  Spain,  and  Sweden  lost  that 
character.  But  the  so-called  Pentarchy  of  the  re- 
maining Great  Powers  turned  into  a  Hexarchy  after 

'  This  is,  however,  nudntained    I.  p.  170;  Lawrence,  p.  241 ;  and 
by  a  few  writers.     See  Lorimer,    WesUake,  I.  pp.  308,  309. 
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the  unification  of  Italy,  because  the  latter  became  at 
once  a  Great  Power.  The  United  States  rose  as  a 
Great  Power  out  of  the  civil  war  in  1865,  and  Japan 
did  the  same  out  of  the  war  with  China  in  1895. 
Any  day  a  change  may  take  place  and  one  of  the 
present  Great  Powers  may  lose  its  position,  or  one 
of  the  weaker  States  may  become  a  Great  Power. 
It  is  a  question  of  political  influence,  and  not  of  law, 
whether  a  State  is  or  is  not  a  Great  Power.  What- 
ever large-sized  State  establishes  an  army  and  navy 
of  such  strength  that  its  political  influence  must  be 
reckoned  with  by  the  other  Great  Powers,  becomes 
a  Great  Power  itself.^ 
Bank  of  §  1 17*  Although  the  States  are  equals  as  Inter- 
national Persons,  they  are  nevertheless  not  equals  as 
regards  rank.  The  differences  as  regards  rank  are 
recognised  by  International  Law,  but  the  legal 
equsJity  of  States  within  the  Family  of  Nations  is 
thereby  as  little  affected  as  the  legal  equality  of  the 
citizens  is  within  a  modem  State  where  diflerences 
in  rank  and  titles  of  the  citizens  are  recognised  by 
Municipal  Law.  The  vote  of  a  State  of  lower  rank 
has  legally  as  much  weight  as  that  of  a  State  of 
higher  rank.  And  the  difference  in  rank  nowadays 
no  longer  plays  such  an  important  part  as  in  the  past, 
when  questions  of  etiquette  gave  occasion  for  much 
dispute.  It  was  in  the  .sixteenth  and  seventeenth 
century  that  the  rank  of  the  different  States  was 
zealously  discussed  under  the  heading  of  droit  de 
prisiance  or  questions  de  prisiance.     The  Ciongress 

*  In  oontradiBtinGtion  to  the  being  a  '*  Primaoy  *'  or  "  Overlord- 
generally  recognised  politioalhege-  ship."  This  dootrine,  whioh  pro- 
mony  of  the  Great  Powers,  Law-  fessedly  seeks  to  aboUsh  the  nni- 
renoe($Si34-i36)aQdTaylor($69)  versally  recognised  rule  of  the 
TT^amfatin  ^t  the  position  of  the  equalit^r  of  States,  has  no  sound 
Great  Powers  is  UgaXlof  smrior  basis,  and  confounds  political  with 
to  that   of  the   smaller   States,  legal  inequality. 
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at  Yienna  of  18 15  intended  to  establish  an  order 
of  precedence  within  the  Family  of  Nations,  but 
dropped  this  scheme  on  account  of  practical  difficul- 
ties. Thus  the  matter  is  entirely  based  on  custom, 
which  recognises  the  following  three  rules : 

(i)  The  States  are  divided  into  two  classes — ^namely. 
States  with  and  States  without  royal  honours.  To 
the  first  dass  belong  Empires,  Kingdoms,  Grand 
Duchies,  and  the  great  Eepublics  such  as  France, 
the  United  States  of  America,  Switzerland,  the 
South  American  Bepublics,  and  others.  All  other 
States  belong  to  the  second  class.  The  Holy  See  is 
treated  as  though  it  were  a  State  with  royal  honours. 
States  with  royal  honours  have  exclusively  the  right  to 
send  and  receive  diplomatic  envoys  of  the  first  class  ^ 
— namely,  ambassadors ;  and  their  monarchs  address 
one  another  as  ^^ brothers"  in  their  official  letters. 
States  with  royal  honours  always  precede  other  States. 

(2)  Full-Sovereign  States  always  precede  those 
under  suzeramty  or  protectorate. 

(3)  Among  themselves  States  of  the  same  rank  do 
not  precede  one  another.  Empires  do  not  precede 
kingdoms,  and  since  the  time  of  Cromwell  and  the 
first  French  Bepublic  monarchies  do  not  precede 
republics.  But  the  Boman  Catholic  States  always 
concede  precedence  to  the  Holy  See,  and  the 
monarchs  recognise  among  themselves  a  difference 
with  regard  to  ceremonials  between  emperors  and 
kings  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  grand 
dukes  and  other  monarchs. 

§  118.  To  avoid  questions  of  precedence,  on  sign-  The 
ing  a  treaty,  States  of  the  same  rank  observe  a  ^t.'^' 
conventional  usage  which  is  called  the  ^^Altemat.'' 
According  to  that  usage  the  signatures  of  the  signa- 

^  See  below,  S  365. 
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tory  States  of  a  treaty  alternate  in  a  regular  order 
or  in  one  determined  by  lot,  the  representative  of 
each  State  signing  first  the  copy  which  belongs  to  his 
State.  But  sometimes  that  order  is  not  observed,  and 
the  States  sign  either  in  the  alphabetical  order  of  their 
names  in  French  or  in  no  order  at  all  {pSle-mele). 
Titles  of  §  119.  At  the  present  time,  States,  save  in  a 
few  exceptional  instances,  have  no  titles,  although 
formerly  such  titles  did  exist.  Thus  the  former 
Bepublic  of  Venice  as  well  as  that  of  Genoa  was 
addressed  as  "Serene  Kepublic,"  and  up  to  the 
present  day  the  Eepublic  of  San  Marino  ^  is  addressed 
"Most  Serene  Eepublic."  Nowadays  the  titles  of 
the  heads  of  monarchical  States  are  in  so  far  of 
importance  to  International  Law  as  they  are  con- 
nected with  the  rank  of  the  respective  States.  Since 
States  are  Sovereign,  they  can  bestow  any  titles  they 
like  on  their  heads.  Thus,  according  to  the  German 
Constitution  of  1871,  the  Kings  of  Prussia  have  the 
title  "  German  Emperor ; "  the  Kings  of  England  have 
since  1877  borne  the  title  "Emperor  of  India;"  the 
King  of  the  Belgians  assumed  in  1885  the  title  "Sove- 
reign of  the  Independent  Congo  State ; "  the  Prince 
of  Servia  assumed  in  1881,  and  that  of  Boumania 
in  1882,  the  title  "King."  But  no  foreign  State  is 
obliged  to  recognise  such  a  new  title,  especially 
when  a  higher  rank  would  accrue  to  the  respective 
State  in  consequence  of  such  a  new  title  of  its  head. 
In  practice  such  recognition  will  regularly  be  given 
when  the  new  title  really  corresponds  with  the  size 
and  the  importance  of  the  respective  State.*    Servia 

^  See  Treaty  Series,  1900,  No.  9.  Great  in  1701,  was  not  reoof^nised 

^  History,     however,     reports  by  France  till  1745,  ^7  S|Mun  till 

several  cases  where   recognition  I7S9»  nor  by  Poland   tui    1764. 

was  withheld  for  a   long   time.  And  the  Pope  did  not  reoognise 

Thus     the    title    "Emperor    of  the  kingly  title  of   Pmssia,  as- 

Bussia/*   assumed  by  Peter  the  simied  in  1 701,  till  1786. 
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and  Boumania  had  therefore  no  difficulty  in  obtain- 
ing recognition  as  kingdoms. 

With  the  titles  of  the  heads  of  States  are  con* 
nected  predicates.  Emperors  and  Kings  have  the 
predicate  "  Majesty,"  Grand  Dukes  "  Eoyal  Highness," 
Dukes  "Highness,"  other  monarchs  "Serene  High- 
ness." The  Pope  is  addressed  as  "  Holiness  "  {Sancti- 
tas).  ITot  to  be  confounded  with  these  predicates, 
which  are  recognised  by  the  Law  of  Nations, 
are  predicates  which  originally  were  bestowed  on 
monarchs  by  the  Pope  and  which  have  no  im- 
portance for  the  Law  of  Nations.  Thus  the  Kings  of 
France  caUed  themselves  Rex  Christianimmus  or 
"  First-bom  Son  of  the  Church,"  the  Kings  of  Spain 
have  called  themselves  since  1496  Rex  CatholicuSy 
the  Kings  of  England  since  1 5 1 3  Defensor  Fidei^  the 
Kings  of  Portugal  since  1748  Rex  Fidelissimus^  the 
Kings  of  Hungary  since  1758  Rex  Apoatolicus. 
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Yattel,  n.  H  35-48— Lawrence,  f  140— Phillimore,  n.  fS  27-43— 
HflJleok,  I.  pp.  124-142— Taylor,  $  162— Wheaton,  $  160— 
BlnntBohli,  S$  82-83 — Harimann,  §  15 — ^Heflfter,  $$  32,  102,  103 — 
Holizendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  II.  pp.  64-69— Ullmann,  $  29 — 
Bonfilfl,  Nos.  279-284— Despagnet,  Nob.  184-186— Pradier-Fod^r^, 
II.  Nob.  451-483 — Biner,  I.  pp.  260-262 — Galvo,  in.  $S  1300-1302 
— Fiore,  I.  Nob.  439-451 — Martens,  I.  $  78, 

§  1 20.  The  majority  of  text-book  writers  maintain  i>ignity  a 
that  there  is  a  fundamental  right  of  reputation  and 
of  good  name  on  the  part  of  every  State.  Such  a 
right,  however,  does  not  exist,  because  no  duty 
corresponding  to  it  can  be  traced  within  the  Law  of 
Nations.    Indeed,  the  reputation  of  a  State  depends 
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just  as  much  upon  behaviour  as  that  of  every  citizen 
within  its  boundaries.  A  State  which  has  a  corrupt 
government  and  behaves  unfairly  and  perfidiously  in 
its  intercourse  with  other  States  will  be  looked  down 
upon  and  despised,  whereas  a  State  which  has  an 
uncorrupt  government  and  behaves  fairly  and  justly 
in  its  international  dealings  will  be  highly  esteemed. 
No  law  can  give  a  good  name  and  reputation  to  a 
rogue,  and  the  Law  of  Nations  does  not  and  cannot 
give  a  right  to  reputation  and  good  name  to  such  a 
State  as  has  not  acquired  them  through  its  attitude. 
There  are  some  States — namina  sunt  odiosa  I — ^which 
indeed  justly  enjoy  a  bad  reputation. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  State  as  a  member  of  the 
Family  of  Nations  possesses  dignity  as  an  Inter- 
national Person.  Dignity  is  a  quality  recognised  by 
other  States,  and  it  adheres  to  a  State  from  the 
moment  of  its  recognition  till  the  moment  of  its 
extinction,  whatever  behaviour  it  displays.  Just  as 
the  dignity  of  every  citizen  within  a  State  commands  a 
certain  amount  of  consideration  on  the  part  of  fellow- 
citizens,  so  the  dignity  of  a  State  commands  a  certain 
amount  of  consideration  on  the  part  of  other  States, 
since  otherwise  the  different  States  could  not  live 
peaceably  in  the  community  which  is  called  the 
Family  of  Nations. 
Conse.  §  121.  Since  dignity  is  a  recognised  quality  of 

the  Dig- °  States  as  International  Persons,  all  members  of  the 
^^  Family  of  Nations  grant  reciprocally  to  one  another 
by  custom  certain  rights  and  ceremonial  privileges. 
These  are  chiefly  the  rights  to  demand — that  their 
heads  shall  not  be  Ubelled  and  slandered ;  that  their 
heads  and  likewise  their  diplomatic  envoys  shall 
be  granted  exterritoriality  and  inviolability  when 
abroad,   and  at  home   and  abroad  in  the   official 
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intercourse  with  representatives  of  foreign  States 
shall  be  granted  certain  titles  ;  that  their  men-of-war 
shall  be  granted  exterritoriality  when  in  foreign 
waters  ;  that  their  symbols  of  authority,  such  as 
flags  and  coats  of  arms,  shaU  not  be  made  im- 
proper  use  of  and  not  be  treated  with  disrespect  on 
the  part  of  other  States.  Every  State  must  not  only 
itself  comply  with  the  duties  corresponding  to  these 
rights  of  other  States,  but  must  also  prevent  its 
subjects  from  such  acts  as  violate  the  dignity  of 
foreign  States,  and  must  punish  them  for  acts  of  that 
kind  which  it  could  not  prevent.  The  Municipal 
Laws  of  all  the  States  must  therefore  provide 
punishment  for  those  who  commit  offences  against 
the  dignity  of  foreign  States,^  and,  if  the  Criminal 
Law  of  the  land  does  not  contain  such  provisions,  it 
is  no  excuse  for  failure  by  the  respective  States  to 
punish  offenders.  But  it  must  be  emphasised  that  a 
State  must  prevent  and  punish  such  acts  only  as 
really  violate  the  dignity  of  a  foreign  State.  Mere 
criticism  of  policy,  historical  verdicts  concerning  the 
attitude  of  States  and  their  rulers,  utterances  of 
moral  indignation  condemning  immoral  acts  of 
foreign  Governments  and  their  monarchs  need  neither 
be  suppressed  nor  punished. 

§  122.  Connected  with  the  dignity  of  States  are  the  Maritime 
maritime  ceremonials  between  vessels  and  between  SSi^ 
vessels  and  forts  which  belong  to  different  States.     In 
former  times  discord  and  jealousy  existed  between  the 
States  regarding  such  ceremonials,  since  they  were 


'  Aoeording  to  the  Criminal  Law 
of  England,  **  every  one  is  guilty 
of  a  miBdemeanoor  who  publishes 
any  libel  tending  to  dM;rade, 
re^e,  or  expose  to  hatred  and 
oontempt  any  foreign  prince  or 
potentate,  ambassador   or   other 


foreign  dignitary,  with  the  intent 
to  disturb  peace  and  friendship 
between  the  United  Kingdom  and 
the  country  to  which  any  such 
person  belongs.**  See  Stephen, 
A  Digest  of  the  Criminal  Law, 
article  91. 
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looked  upon  as  means  of  keeping  up  the  superiority 
of  one  State  over  another.  Nowadays,  so  far  as  the 
Open  Sea  is  concerned,  they  are  considered  as  mere 
acts  of  courtesy  recognising  the  dignity  of  States. 
They  are  the  outcome  of  international  usages,  and  not 
of  International  Law,  in  honour  of  the  national  flags. 
They  are  carried  out  by  dipping  flags  or  striking 
sails  or  firing  guns.^  But  so  far  as  the  territorial 
maritime  belt  is  concerned,  riparian  States  can  make 
laws  concerning  maritime  ceremonials  to  be  observed 
by  foreign  merchantmen.^ 


IV 

Indbpendencb  and  Territorial  and  Personal 

Supremacy 

Yattel,  L  Pr^liminftires,  $$  15-17— Hall,  {  lo — ^Westlake,  L  pp.  308-312 
—Lawrence,  S$  70-73— PhiUimore,  I.  S$  144-149— Twias,  I.  $  20— 
Halleok,  I.  pp.  93-113— Taylor,  $  160— Wheaton,  S$  72-75— 
Blnntsohli,  SS  64-69— Hartmann,  $  15— He£Efcer,  $$  29  and  31 — 
Holizendorff  in  Holtzendorfi^  II.  pp.  36-60— Oareis,  ${  25-26 — 
Ullmann,  $  29 — Bonfils,  Nos.  253-271 — ^Despagnet,  Nos.  187-189 — 
Pradier-Fod^r^,  I.  Nos.  287-332— Rivier,  I.  $  2i-^alyo,  I.  $S  107- 
109— Piore,  I.  Nos.  372-427 — Martens,  I.  JJ  74,  75— Westlake, 
Chaptersi  pp.  86-106. 

indepen.        §  1 23.  Sovereignty  as  supreme  authority,  which  is 

Territorial  independent  of  any  other  earthly  authority,  may  be 

PeraSid"  ®^^  *^  ^*^®  different  aspects.     As  excluding  depen- 

Sapro.       dence  from  any  other  authority,  and  in  especial  from 

Aspeotg"of  the  authority  of  another  State,  sovereignty  is  indepen- 

wignty.      dence.    It  is  external  independence  with  regard  to  the 

Uberty  of  action  outside  its  borders  in  the  intercourse 

with  other  States  which  a  State  enjoys.     It  is  internal 

independence  with  regard  to  the  liberty  of  action  of 

^  See  Halleok,  I.  pp.  124-142,    all  details.    See  also  below,  $  257. 
where  the  matter  is  treated  with        *  See  below,  {  187. 
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a  State  inside  its  borders.  As  comprising  the  power 
of  a  State  to  exercise  supreme  authority  over  all 
persons  and  things  within  its  territory,  sovereignty  is 
territorial  supremacy.  As  comprising  the  power  of  a 
State  to  exercise  supreme  authority  over  its  citizens  at 
home  and  abroad,  sovereignty  is  personal  supremacy. 

For  these  reasons  a  State  as  an  International 
Person  possesses  independence  and  territorial  and 
personal  supremacy.  These  three  qualities  are  no- 
thing else  than  three  aspects  of  the  very  same  sove- 
reignty of  a  State,  and  there  is  no  sharp  boundary 
line  between  them.  The  distinction  is  apparent  and 
useful,  although  internal  independence  is  nothing  else 
than  sovereignty  comprising  territorial  supremacy, 
but  viewed  from  a  different  point  of  view. 

§  1 24.  Independence  and  territorial  as  well  as  per-  Conse- 
sonal  supremacy  are  not  rights,  but  recognised  and  ^depeo-^ 
therefore  protected  qualities    of   States    as    Inter-  ^^^4^^*^ 
national  Persons.    The  protection  sranted  to  these  ud 
qualities  by  the  Law  of  Nations  finds  its  expression  sapn- 
in  the  right  of  every  State  to  demand  that  other  "*^^' 
States  abstain  themselves,  and  prevent  their  organs 
and  subjects,  from  committing  any  act  which  contains 
a  violation  of  its  independence  and  its  territorial  as 
well  as  personal  supremacy. 

In  consequence  of  its  external  independence,  a 
State  can  manage  its  international  affairs  according 
to  discretion,  especially  enter  into  alliances  and  con- 
clude other  treaties,  send  and  receive  diplomatic 
envoys,  acquire  and  cede  territory,  make  war  and 
peace. 

In  consequence  of  its  internal  independence  and 
territorial  supremacy,  a  State  can  adopt  any  Consti- 
tution it  likes,  arrange  its  administration  in  a  way 
it  thinks  fit,  make  use  of  legislature  as  it  pleases 
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organise  its  forces  on  land  and  sea,  bnild  and  poll 
down  fortresses,  adopt  any  commercial  policy  it 
likes,  and  so  on.  According  to  the  mle,  quidquid  est 
in  territorio  est  etiam  de  territario^  all  individuals  and 
all  property  within  the  territory  of  a  State  are  under 
the  latter's  dominion  and  sway,  and  even  foreign 
individuals  and  property  fall  at  once  under  the  terri- 
torial supremacy  of  a  State  when  they  cross  its 
frontier.  Foreigners  residing  in  a  State  can  there- 
fore be  compelled  to  pay  rates  and  taxes,  and  to 
serve  in  the  police  under  the  same  conditions  as 
citizens  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  order  and 
safety.  But  foreigners  may  be  expelled,  or  not 
received  at  all.  On  the  other  hand,  hospitality  may 
be  granted  to  them  whatever  act  they  have  com- 
mitted abroad,  provided  they  abstain  from  making 
the  hospitable  territory  the  basis  for  attempts  against 
a  foreign  State.  And  a  State  can  through  naturalisation 
adopt  foreign  subjects  residing  on  its  territory  without 
the  consent  of  the  home  State,  provided  the  individuals 
themselves  give  their  consent. 

In  consequence  of  its  personal  supremacy,  a  State 
can  treat  its  subjects  according  to  discretion,  and  it 
retains  its  power  even  over  such  subjects  as  emigrate 
without  thereby  losing  their  citizenship.  A  State 
may  therefore  command  its  citizens  abroad  to  come 
home  and  fulfil  their  military  service,  may  require 
them  to  pay  rates  and  taxes  for  the  support  of  the 
home  finances,  may  ask  them  to  comply  with  certain 
conditions  in  case  they  desire  marriages  concluded 
abroad  or  wills  made  abroad  recognised  by  the  home 
authorities,  can  punish  them  on  their  return  for  crimes 
they  have  committed  abroad. 

§125.  The  duty  of  every  State  to  abstain  itself 
and  to  prevent  its  organs  and  subjects  from  any  act 
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which  contains  a  violation  ^  of  another  State's  inde-  Eolations 
pendence  or  territorial  and  personal  supremacy  is  pendenoe 
correlative  to  the  respective  right  of  the  other  State.  ^472^ 
It  is  impossible  to  enumerate  all  such  actions  as  l^enonai 

nnnm 

might  contain  a  violation  of  this  duty.  But  it  is  of  maoy. 
value  to  give  some  illustrative  examples.  Thus,  in 
the  interest  of  the  independence  of  other  States,  a 
State  is  not  allowed  to  interfere  in  the  management 
of  their  international  affairs  nor  to  prevent  them 
from  doing  or  to  compel  them  to  do  certain  acts 
in  their  international  intercourse.  Further,  in  the 
interest  of  the  territorial  supremacy  of  other  States,  a 
State  is  not  allowed  to  send  its  troops,  its  men-of-war, 
and  its  police  forces  into  or  through  foreign  territory, 
or  to  exercise  an  act  of  administration  or  jurisdiction 
on  foreign  territory,  without  permission.^  Again,  in 
the  interest  of  the  personal  supremacy  of  other  States, 
a  State  is  not  allowed  to  naturalise  foreigners  residing 
on  its  territory  without  their  consent,^  nor  to  prevent 
them  from  returning  home  for  the  purpose  of  fulfilling 
military  service  or  from  paying  rates  and  taxes  to 
their  home  State,  nor  to  incite  citizens  of  foreign 
States  to  emigration. 

S 1 26.  Independence  is  not  boundless  liberty  of  a  B«»*ric- 
State  to  do  what  it  likes   without   any  restriction  indepen- 
whatever.    The  mere  fact  that  a  State  is  a  member  ^^^' 
of  the  Family  of  Nations  restricts  its  liberty  of  action 
with  regard  to  other  States  because  it  is  bound  not 
to  intervene  in  the  affairs  of  other  States.      And 

^  See  below,  $  155.  luggage  of  travellers  from  Basle 

'  But  neighbouring  States  very  to  Germany, 

often  give  sneh  permission  to  one  '  See,  however,  below  ($  299), 

ajiother.      Switzerland,   for    in-  where  the  fact  is  stated  that  some 

Btanoe,  allows   German   Gnstom  States     naturalise    a     foreigner 

House  officers  to  be  stationed  on  through  the  very  Csust  of  his  t^ing 

two  railway  stations  of  Basle  for  domicile  on  their  territory, 
the   purpose   of    examining   the 
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it  is  generally  admitted  that  a  State  can  througli 
conventions,  such  as  a  treaty  of  alliance  or  neutrality 
and  the  like,  enter  into  many  obligations  which 
hamper  it  more  or  less  in  the  management  of  its 
international  affairs.  Independence  is  a  question  of 
degree,  and  it  is  therefore  also  a  question  of  degree 
whether  the  independence  of  a  State  is  destroyed  or 
not  by  certain  restrictions.  Thus  it  is  generally 
admitted  that  States  under  suzerauity  and  under 
protectorate  are  so  much  restricted  that  they  are  not 
fully  independent,  but  half-Sovereign.  And  the  same 
is  the  case  with  the  member-States  of  a  Federal 
State  which  are  part-Sovereign.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  restrictions  connected  with  the  neutralisation  of 
States  does,  according  to  the  correct  opinion,^  not 
destroy  their  independence,  although  they  cannot 
make  war  except  in  self-defence,  cannot  conclude 
alliances,  and  are  in  other  ways  hampered  in  their 
liberty  of  action. 

From  a  political  and  a  legal  point  of  view  it  is  of 
great  importance  that  the  States  imposing  and  those 
accepting  restrictions  upon  independence  should  be 
clear  in  their  intentions.  For  the  question  may  arise 
whether  these  restrictions  make  the  respective  State 
a  dependent  one.  For  instance,  through  article  4  of 
the  Convention  of  London  of  1884  between  Great 
Britain  and  the  former  South  African  Eepublic  stipu- 
lating that  the  latter  should  not  conclude  any  treaty 
with  any  foreign  State,  the  Orange  Free  State  excepted, 
without  approval  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain,  the 
Bepublic  was  so  much  restricted  that  Great  Britain 
considered  herself  justified  in  defending  the  opinion 
that  the  Bepublic  was  not  an  independent  State, 

^  See  above,  {  97. 
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although  the  Bepublic  itself  and  many  writers  were 
of  a  different  opinion.^ 

§  127.  Just  like  independence,  territorial  supre-  ^Wo- 
macy  does  not  give  a  boundless  liberty  of  action.  Territorial 
Thus,  by  customary  International  Law  every  State  has  ^^' 
a  right  to  demand  that  its  merchantmen  can  pass 
through  the  maritime  belt  of  other  States.  Thus, 
further,  navigation  on  so-called  international  rivers 
in  Europe  must  be  open  to  merchantmen  of  all 
States.  Thus,  thirdly,  foreign  monarchs  and  envoys, 
foreign  men-of-war,  and  foreign  armed  forces  must  be 
granted  exterritoriality.  Thus,  fourthly,  through 
the  right  of  protection  over  citizens  abroad  which  is 
held  according  to  customary  International  Law  by 
every  State,  a  State  cannot  treat  foreign  citizens  pass- 
ing or  residing  on  its  territory  arbitrarily  according 
to  discretion  as  it  might  treat  its  own  subjects ;  it 
cannot,  for  instance,  compel  them  to  serve  in  its  army 
or  navy.  Thus,  to  give  another  and  fifth  example, 
a  State  is,  in  spite  of  its  territorial  supremacy,  not 
allowed  to  alter  the  natural  conditions  of  its  own 
territory  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  natural  conditions 
of  the  territory  of  a  neighbouring  State — ^for  instance, 
to  stop  or  to  divert  the  flow  of  a  river  which  runs 
from  its  own  into  neighbouring  territory. 

In  contradistinction  to  these  restrictions  by  the 
customary  Law  of  Nations,  a  State  can  through 
treaties  enter  into  obligations  of  many  a  kind  with- 
out thereby  losing  its  internal  independence  and 
territorial  supremacy.  Thus  France  by  three  con- 
secutive treaties  of  peace — ^namely,  that  of  Utrecht  of 

^  It  is  of  interest  to  state  the  raintv  of  Ghreat  Britain  over  the 
£Mt  tiiat,  before  the  last  phase  of  Bepnhlio.  See  Rivier,  I.  p.  89, 
the  oonfliot  between  Oreat  Britain    and  Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff, 


and  the  Be^nblio,  influential  Con-    11.  p.  11 5. 
tinental  writers  stated  the  snze- 
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1 7 1 3,  that  of  Aix-la-Chapelle  of  1 748,  and  that  of 
Paris  of  1 763^-entered  into  the  obligation  to  pull 
down  and  not  to  rebuild  the  fortifications  of  Dun- 
kirk.^ Napoleon  I.  imposed  by  the  Peace  Treaty  of 
Tilsit  of  1807  upon  Prussia  the  restriction  not  to 
keep  more  than  42,000  men  under  arms.  Again, 
article  29  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  of  1878  imposes 
upon  Montenegro  the  restriction  not  to  possess  a 
navy.  There  is  hardly  a  State  in  existence  which  is 
not  in  one  point  or  another  restricted  in  its 
territorial  supremacy  by  treaties  with  foreign 
Powers. 
Bestrio-  §  128.  Personal  Supremacy  does  not  give  a  bound- 

Pft^nff"  less  liberty  of  action  either.  Although  the  citizens 
Snpw-  of  a  State  remain  under  its  power  when  abroad, 
™**^*  such  State  is  restricted  in  the  exercise  of  this 
power  with  regard  to  all  those  matters  in  which 
the  foreign  State  on  whose  territory  these  citizens 
reside  is  competent  in  consequence  of  its  territorial 
supremacy.  The  duty  to  respect  the  territorial 
supremacy  of  a  foreign  State  must  prevent  a  State 
from  doing  all  acts  which,  although  they  are  accord- 
ing to  its  personal  supremacy  within  its  competence, 
would  violate  the  territorial  supremacy  of  this  foreign 
State.  Thus,  for  instance,  a  State  is  prevented  from 
requiring  such  acts  from  its  citizens  abroad  as  are 
forbidden  to  them  by  the  Municipal  Law  of  the  land 
they  reside  in. 

But  a  State  may  also  by  treaty  obligation  be  for 
some  parts  restricted  in  the  liberty  of  action  with 
regard  to  its  citizens.  Thus  articles  5,  25,  35,  and 
44  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  of  1878  restrict  the 
personal  supremacy  of  Bulgaria,  Montenegro,  Servia, 

^  This  restriction  was  abolished  by  article  17  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris 
of  1783. 
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and  Boumania  in  so  far  as  these  States  are  thereby 
obliged  not  to  impose  any  religious  disabilities  on  any 
of  their  subjects.^ 


V 
Self-preservation 


Vattel,  II.  $5  49-53— HaU,  $S  8,  83-86— Westlake,  I.  pp.  296-304— 
Phillimore,  I.  ${  210-220 — ^Twiss,  I.  {$  106-1 12 — ^Halleck,  I.  pp.  93 
-113 — Taylor,  $$  401-409— "Wheaton,  $f  61-62— Hartmann,  $  15— 
HefEler,  $  30— Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  11.  pp.  51-56— Gareis, 
S  25— Liflzt/S  7— UUmann,  $  29 — Bonfils,  N08. 242-252 — Despagnet, 
Nos.  172-175 — Pradier-Fod^r^,  I.  Nos.  2ii-28iS— Rivier,  I.  $  20— 
Calyo,  L  ${  208-209— Fiore,  L  Nos.  452-466— Martens,  I.  {  73— 
Wesilake,  Chapters,  pp.  1 10-125. 

§  129.  From  the  earliest  time  of  the  existence  of  Beif-pre- 
the  Law  of  Nations  self-preservation  was  considered  JSTioMe 
sufficient  justification  for  many  acts  of  a  State  which  J?J„^®^" 
violate  other  States.  Although  regularly  all  the  States 
have  reciprocally  to  respect  one  another's  Personality 
and  are  therefore  bound  not  to  violate  one  another, 
certain  violations  of  another  State  committed  by  a 
State  for  the  purpose  of  self-preservation  are,  as  an 
exception,  not  prohibited  by  the  Law  of  Nations. 
Thus,  self-preservation  is  a  factor  of  great  importance 
for  the  position  of  the  States  within  the  Family  of 
Nations,  and  most  writers  maintain  that  every  State 
has  a  fundamental  right  of  self-preservation.^  But 
nothing  of  the  kind  is  actually  the  case,  if  the  real 
facts  of  the  law  are  taken  into  consideration.  If  every 
State  really  had  a  right  of  self-preservation,  all  the 

^  See  above,  $  73.  fayonr  of  its  interests  in  ease  of  a 

'  This    right     was     formerly  conflict  between  its  own  and  Uie 

frequently  called   droit  de  con-  interests  of  another  State.    (See 

venanee  and  was  said  to  exist  in  Hefifter,  f  26.} 

the  right  of  every  8tat«  to  act  in 

VOL.   I.  N 


178  POSmON  OF  THE  STATES 

States  would  have  the  duty  to  admit,  suffer,  and 
endure  every  violation  done  to  one  another  in  self- 
preservation*  But  such  duty  does  not  exist.  On  the 
contrary,  although  self-preservation  is  in  certain  cases 
an  excuse  recognised  by  Ihtemational  Law,  no  State 
is  obliged  patiently  to  submit  to  violations  done  to  it 
by  such  other  State  as  acts  in  self-preservation,  but 
can  repulse  them.  It  is  a  fact  that  in  certain  cases 
violations  committed  in  self-preservation  are  not  pro- 
hibited by  the  Law  of  Nations.  But  they  remain 
nevertheless  violations  and  can  therefore  be  repulsed. 
Self-preservation  is  consequently  an  excuse,  because 
violations  of  other  States  are  in  certain  exceptional 
cases  not  prohibited  when  they  are  committed  for 
the  purpose  and  in  the  interest  of  self-preservation, 
although  they  need  not  patiently  be  suffered  and 
endured  by  the  States  concerned. 
What  acts  §1 30.  It  is  frequently  maintained  that  every  viola- 
Mrrati^  tiou  is  cxcused  as  long  as  it  was  caused  by  the  motive 
erased.  ^^  self-preservatiou,  but  it  becomes  more  and  more 
recognised  that  violations  of  other  States  in  the  inter- 
est of  self-preservation  are  excused  in  cases  of 
necessity  only.  Such  acts  of  violence  in  the  interest 
of  self-preservation  are  excluavely  excused  as  are 
necessary  in  self-defence,  because  otherwise  the  acting 
State  would  have  to  suffer  or  have  to  continue  to 
suffer  a  violation  against  itself.  If  an  imminent  vio- 
lation or  the  continuation  of  an  already  commenced 
violation  can  be  prevented  and  redressed  otherwise 
than  by  a  violation  of  another  State  on  the  part  of 
the  endangered  State,  this  latter  violation  is  not 
necessary,  and  therefore  not  excused  and  justified. 
When,  to  give  an  example,  a  State  is  informed  that 
on  neighbouring  territory  a  body  of  armed  men  is 
being  organised  for  the  purpose  of  a  raid  into  its 
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own  territory,  and  when  the  danger  can  be  removed 
through  an  appeal  to  the  authorities  of  the  neigh- 
bouring country,  no  case  of  necessity  has  arisen. 
But  if  such  an  appeal  is  fruitless  or  not  possible,  or 
if  there  is  danger  in  delay,  a  case  of  necessity  arises 
and  the  threatened  State  is  justified  in  invading  the 
neighbouring  country  and  disarming  the  intending 
raiders. 

The  reason  of  the  thing  makes  it,  of  course, 
necessary  for  every  State  to  judge  for  itself  when  it 
considers  a  case  of  necessity  has  arisen,  and  it  is 
therefore  impossible  to  lay  down  a  hard  and  fast  rule 
regarding  the  question  when  and  when  not  a  State 
can  take  recourse  to  self-help  which  violates  another 
State.  Everything  depends  upon  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  of  the  special  case,  and  it  is  therefore 
of  value  to  give  some  historical  examples. 

§131.  After  the  Peace  of  Tilsit  of  1 807  the  British  Caee  of 
Government  ^  was  cognisant  of  the  provision  of  some  Dimiah 
secret  articles  of  this  treaty  that  France  should  be  ?|j!v 
at  liberty  to  seize  the  Danish  fleet  and  to  make 
use  of  it  against  Great  Britain.  This  plan,  when 
carried  out,  would  have  endangered  the  position  of 
Great  Britain,  which  was  then  waging  war  against 
France.  As  Denmark  was  not  capable  of  defending 
herself  against  an  attack  of  the  French  army  in 
North  Germany  under  Bemadotte  and  Davoust,  who 
had  orders  to  invade  Denmark,  the  British  Govern- 
ment requested  Denmark  to  deliver  up  her  fleet  to 
the  custody  of  Great  Britain,  and  promised  to 
restore  it  after  the  war.  And  at  the  same  time 
the  means  of  defence  against  French  invasion  and 
a  guaranty  of  her  whole  possessions  were  ofiered 
to  Denmark  by  England.      The    latter,  however, 

^  IfollowHa]l't($86)8imimftry  of  the  facts. 
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refused  to  comply  with  the  British  demands,  where- 
upon the  British  considered  a  case  of  necessity  in 
self-preservation  had  arisen,  shelled  Copenhagen,  and 
seized  the  Danish  fleet. 
Cake  of  §  132.  '^Amelia  Island,  at  the  mouth  of  St.  Mary's 

laii^d.  Eiver,  and  at  that  time  in  Spanish  territory,  was 
seized  in  1 8 1 7  by  a  band  of  buccaneers,  under  the 
direction  of  an  adventurer  named  McGregor,  who  in 
the  name  of  the  insurgent  colonies  of  Buenos  Ayres 
and  Venezuela  preyed  indiscriminately  on  the  com- 
merce of  Spain  and  of  the  United  States.  The 
Spanish  Government  not  being  able  or  willing  to 
drive  them  off,  and  the  nuisance  being  one  which 
required  immediate  action.  President  Monroe  caUed 
his  Cabinet  together  in  October  181 7,  and  directed 
that  a  vessel  of  war  should  proceed  to  the  island  and 
expel  the  marauders,  destroying  their  works  and 
vessels."  ^ 
Caseofthe  §  ^33-  I^  ^^37 9  during  the  Canadian  rebellion, 
"  ^f®-  several  hundreds  of  insurgents  got  hold  of  an  island 
""'  in  the  river  Niagara,  on  the  territory  of  the  United 
States,  and  vdth  the  help  of  American  subjects 
equipped  a  boat  called  the  "  Caroline  "  with  the  pur- 
pose of  crossing  into  Canadian  territory  and  bring- 
ing material  help  to  the  insurgents.  The  Canadian 
Government,  timely  informed  of  the  imminent  danger, 
sent  a  British  force  over  into  the  American  territory, 
which  obtained  possession  of  the  "  Caroline,"  seized 
her  arms,  and  then  sent  her  adrift  down  the  falls  of 
the  Niagara.  The  United  States  complained  of  this 
British  violation  of  her  territorial  supremacy,  but 
Great  Britain  was  in  a  position  to  prove  that  her  act 
was  necessary  in  self-preservation,   since  there  was 

1  See  Wharton,  $  50  a. 
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not  sufficient  time  to  prevent  the  imminent  invasion 
of  her  territory  through  application  to  the  United 
States  Government.^ 


VI 
Intkbvbntion 

Vattel,  n.  H  54-62— Hall,  J$  88-95— Wegtlake,  I-  PP-  304-308—  . 
Lawrence,  $  74-^— Phillimore,  I.  ${  390-41 5A.— Halleok,  I.  pp.  94- 
109— Taylor,  H  410-430— Walker,  J  7— Wharton,  I.  $$  45-72— 
Wheaton,  $$  63-71— Blontschli,  {$  474-480— Harimann,  $  17— 
Heffter,  $$  44-46— Geffcken  in  Holtzendorff,  II.  pp.  131-168 — 
Gareis,  $  26— LiBst,$7 — Ullmann,  S$  139-140— Bonfils,Nos.  295-323 
— ^Despagnet,  Nos.  193-216 — ^Pradier-Fod^r^,  I.  Nos.  354-441 — 
Rivier,  I.  $  31— -Calvo,  I.  $S  1 10-206— Fiore,  I.  Nob.  561-608— 
Martens,  I.  $  76— Bernard,  **  On  the  Principle  of  non-intervention  *' 
(i860) — Hantefenille,  **  Le  prinoipe  de  non-intervention  "  (1863) — 
Stapleton,  "Intervention  and  Non-intervention,  or  the  Foreign 
Policy  of  Great  Britain  from  1790  to  1865  '*  (1866)— Gefifcken,  **  Das 
Becht  der  Intervention*'  (1887)— Eebedgy,  " De  I'intervention " 
(1890) — Floecker, "  De  Tintervention  en  droit  international "  (1896), 

§  134.  Intervention  is  dictatorial  interference  by  a  Concep- 
State  in  the  affairs  of  another  State  for  the  purpose  chwacter 
of  maintaining  or  altering  the   actual  condition  of  ®'^2*®J" 
things.     Such  intervention  can  take  place  by  right 
or  without  a  right,  but  it  always  concerns  the  external 
independence  or  the  territorial  or  personal  supremacy 
of  the  respective  State,  and  the  whole  matter  is  there- 

'  See  Wharton,  I.  §  50  c,  and  That    a    vessel     sailing     nnder 

Hall,  S  84.    With  the  case  of  the  another  State's  flag  can  neverthe- 

*' Caroline"  is  connected  the  case  of  less  be  seized  on  the  high  seas  in 

Madeod,  which  will  be  discnssed  case  she  is  sailing  to  a  port  of  the 

below,  {  446.    Hall  (§  86),  Martens  capturing;  State  for  the  purpose  of 

(I.  S  73),  and  others  quote  also  the  an  invasion  or  bringing  material 

case  of  tiie  *' Virginins  "  as  an  ex-  help  to   insurgents,  there  is  no 

ample  of  necessity  of  self -preserva-  doubt.    No  better  case  of  necessity 

tion,  but  it  seems  that  the  Spanish  of  self-preservation  could  be  given, 

Government  did  not  plead  self-  since  the  danger  is  imminent  and 

preservation  but  piracv  as  justifi-  can  be  frustrated  only  by  capture 

cation  of  the  capture  of  the  vessel,  of  the  vessel. 
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fore  of  great  importance  for  the  position  of  the  States 
within  the  Flamily  of  Nations.  That  intervention  is 
as  a  rule  forbidden  by  the  Law  of  Nations  which 
protects  the  Intemational  Personality  of  the  States, 
there  is  no  doubt.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  just 
as  little  doubt  ^  that  this  rule  has  exceptions,  for 
there  are  interventions  which  take  place  by  right, 
and  there  are  others  which,  although  they  do  not 
take  place  by  right,  are  nevertheless  admitted  by  the 
Law  of  Nations  and  are  excused  in  spite  of  the  viola- 
tion of  the  Personality  of  the  respective  States  they 
involve. 

Intervention  can  take  place  in  the  external  as  well 
as  in  the  internal  affairs  of  a  State.  It  concerns  in 
the  first  case  the  external  independence,  and  in  the 
second  either  the  territorial  or  the  personal  supre- 
macy. But  it  must  be  emphasised  that  intervention 
proper  is  always  dictatorial  interference,  not  inter- 
ference pure  and  simple.^  Therefore  intervention 
must  neither  be  confounded  with  good  offices,  nor 
with  mediation,  nor  with  intercession,  nor  with  co- 
operation,  because  none  of  these  imply  a  dictatorial 
interference.  Good  offices  is  the  name  for  such  acts 
of  friendly  Powers  interfering  in  a  conflict  between 
two  other  States  as  tend  to  call  negotiations  into 
existence  for  the  peaceable  settlement  of  the  conflict, 
and  mediation  is  the  name  for  the  direct  conduct  on 
the  part  of  a  friendly  Power  of  such  negotiations.^ 
Intercession  is  the  name  for  the  interference  consist- 
ing in  friendly  advice  given  or  friendly  offers  made 
with  regard  to  the  domestic  affairs  of  another  State. 

^  The  so-called  doctrine  of  non-    doctrine  withont  any  legal  basis 
intervention  as  defended  by  some    whatever. 
Italian  writers  (see  Fiore,  I.  No.        *  Many  writers  constantly  com* 


^65),  who  deny  that  intervention    mit  this  confusion. 
IS  ever  justifiable,  is  a  political        '  See  below,  voL  II. 
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And,  lastly,  co-operation  is  the  appellation  of  such 
interference  as  consists  in  help  and  assistance  lent 
by  one  State  to  another  at  the  latter's  request  for 
the  purpose  of  suppressing  an  internal  revolution. 
Thus,  for  example,  Bussia  sent  troops  in  1 849,  at  the 
request  of  Austria,  into  Hungary  to  assist  Austria  in 
suppressing  the  Hungarian  revolt. 

§  135.  It  is  apparent  that  such  interventions  as  intonren- 
take  place  by  right  must  be  distinguished  from  ^^J 
others.  Wherever  there  is  no  right  to  intervention, 
although  it  may  be  admissible  and  excused,  an  inter- 
vention violates  either  the  external  independence  or 
the  territorial  or  the  personal  supremacy.  But  if  an 
intervention  takes  place  by  right,  it  never  contains 
such  a  violation,  because  the  right  of  intervention  is 
always  based  on  a  legal  restriction  upon  the  inde- 
pendence or  territorial  or  personal  supremacy  of  the 
State  concerned,  and  because  the  latter  is  in  duty 
bound  to  submit  to  the  intervention.  Now  a  State 
may  have  a  right  of  intervention  against  another 
State  for  several  grounds.  Thus  the  Suzerain  State 
has  a  right  to  intervene  in  many  affairs  of  the  vassal, 
and  the  State  which  holds  a  protectorate  has  a  right 
to  intervene  in  all  the  external  affairs  of  the  protected 
State.  Thus,  secondly,  the  right  of  protection  over 
its  citizens  abroad,  which  a  State  holds,  may  cause 
an  intervention  by  right  to  which  the  other  party  is 
legally  bound  to  submit.  Thus,  thirdly,  if  a  State 
which  is  restricted  by  an  international  treaty  in  its 
internal  independence  or  its  territorial  or  personal 
supremacy,  does  not  comply  with  the  restrictions 
concerned,  the  other  party  or  parties  have  a  right 
to  intervene.  Thus,  fourthly,  if  an  external  affair  of 
a  State  is  at  the  same  time  by  right  an  affair  of 
another  State,  the  latter  has  a  right  to  intervene  in 
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case  the  former  deals  with  that  affair  unilaterally.^ 
Thus,  fifthly,  if  a  State  in  thne  of  peace  or  war 
violates  those  principles  of  the  Law  of  Nations  which 
are  universally  recognised,  other  States  have  a  right 
to  intervene  and  to  make  the  delinquent  submit  to 
the  respective  principles.^ 

The  question  is  disputed  whether  a  State  that  has 
guaranteed  by  treaty  the  form  of  government  of  a 
State  or  the  reign  of  a  certain  dynasty  over  the  same 
has  a  right  to  intervene  in  case  of  change  of  form  of 
government  or  of  dynasty.  In  strict  law  this  ques- 
tion is,  I  think,  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,^ 
provided  the  respective  treaty  of  guaranty  was  con- 
cluded between  the  respective  States,  and  not  between 
their  monarchs.  And  this  question  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  policy  of  intervention  in  the  interest  of 
legitimacy  adopted  in  the  nineteenth  century  after 
the  downfall  of  Napoleon  I.  by  the  Powers  of  the 
Holy  Alliance. 


^  The  events  of  1878  provide  an  to  extend  its  jorisdiotion  over  the 

iUnstrative  example.    Russia  had  merchantmen  of  another  State  on 

concluded  the  preliminary  Peace  the  high  seas,  not  only  would  this 

of    San    Stefimo   with    defeated  be  an  afEioir  between  the  two  States 

Turkey;  Great  Britain  protested  concerned,  but  all   other   States 

because   the^  conditions   of  this  would  have  a  right  to  intervene 

peace  were  inconsistent  with  the  because  the  free&m  of  the  open 

treaty  of  Paris  of  1856  and  the  sea   is  a  universally   recognised 

convention  of  London  of  1 87 1 ,  and  principle. 

Bussia  agreed  to  the-  meeting  of  '  Hall  (S  93)  decides  the  ques- 

the  Congress  of  Berlin  for   the  tion  in  the  negative.    I  do  not  see 

purpose    of  arranging     matters,  the  reason  why  a  State  should  not 

Had  Bussia  persisted  in  carrying  be  able  to  undertake  the  obligation 

out  the  preliminary  peace,  Great  to  retain  a  certain  form  of  govem- 

Britain  as  well  as  other  signatory  ment  or  dynasty.    That  historical 

Powers  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris  and  events  can  justify  such  State  in 

the  Convention  of  London  doubt-  considering  itself  no  longer  bound 

less  possessed  a  right  of   inter-  by  such  treaty  according  to  the 

vention.  principle  rebus  sic  sta/nUbu9  (see 

'  This  is  universally  recognised,  below,  $  539)  is  another  matter. 
If,  for  instance,  a  State  undertook 
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§  136.  In    contradistinction    to    intervention    by  ^^{ 
right,  there  are  other  interventions  which  must  be  intervan- 
considered    admissible,    although    they  violate  the  default  of 
independence  or  the  territorial  or  personal  supre-  ^^^ 
macy  of  the  State  concerned,   and  although  such 
State  has  by  no  means  any  legal  duty  to  submit 
patiently  and  suffer  the  intervention.     Of  such  inter- 
ventions in  default  of  right  there  are  two  kinds 
generally  admitted  and  excused — namely,  such  as  are 
necessary  in  self-preservation  and  such  as  are  in  the 
interest  of  the  balance  of  power. 

(i)  As  regards  interventions  for  the  purpose  of 
self-preservation,  it  is  obvious  that,  if  any  necessary 
violation  committed  in  self-preservation  of  the  Inter- 
national Personality  of  other  States  is,  as  shown 
above  (§  130),  excused,  such  violation  must  also  be 
excused  as  is  contained  in  an  intervention.  And  it 
matters  not  whether  such  an  intervention  exercised 
in  self-preservation  is  provoked  by  an  actual  or 
imminent  intervention  on  the  part  of  a  third  State, 
or  by  some  other  incident. 

(2)  As  regards  intervention  in  the  interest  of  the 
balance  of  power,  it  is  likewise  obvious  that  it  must 
be  excused.  An  equilibrium  between  the  members  of 
the  Family  of  Nations  is  an  indispensable  condition 
of  the  very  existence  of  International  Law.  If  the 
States  could  not  keep  one  another  in  check,  aU  Law 
of  Nations  would  soon  disappear,  as,  naturally,  an 
over-powerful  State  would  tend  to  act  according  to 
discretion  instead  of  according  to  law.  Since  the 
Westphalian  Peace  of  1 648  the  principle  of  balance 
of  power  has  played  a  preponderant  part  in  the 
history  of  Europe.  It  found  express  recognition  in 
1 7 1 3  in  the  Treaty  of  Peace  of  Utrecht,  it  was  the 
guiding  star  at  the  Vienna  Congress  in  181 5  when 
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the  map  of  Europe  was  re-arranged,  at  the  Congress 
of  Paris  in  1856,  the  Conference  of  London  in  1867, 
and  the  Congress  of  Berlin  in  1 878.  The  States  them- 
selves and  the  majority  of  writers  agree  upon  the 
admissibility  of  intervention  in  the  interest  of  balance 
of  power.  Most  of  the  interventions  exercised  in  the 
interest  of  the  preservation  of  the  Turkish  Empire 
must,  in  so  far  as  they  are  not  based  on  treaty  rights, 
be  classified  as  interventions  in  the  interest  of 
balance  of  power.  Examples  of  this  are  supplied  by 
collective  interventions  exercised  by  the  Powers  in 
1886  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  outbreak  of 
war  between  Greece  and  Turkey,  and  in  1897  during 
the  war  between  Greece  and  Turkey  with  regard  to 
the  island  of  Crete. 
^*T*A  ^  ^^7*  Many  jurists  maintain  that  intervention  is 
intereBt  likewise  admissible,  or  even  has  a  basis  of  right, 
manSy.  wheu  exercised  in  the  interest  of  humanity  for  the 
purpose  of  stopping  religious  persecution  and  endless 
cruelties  in  time  of  peace  and  war.  That  the  Powers 
have  in  the  past  exercised  intervention  on  these 
grounds,  there  is  no  doubt.  Thus  Great  Britain, 
France,  and  Eussia  intervened  in  1827  in  the  struggle 
between  revolutionary  Greece  and  Turkey,  because 
public  opinion  was  horrified  at  the  cruelties  com- 
mitted during  this  struggle.  And  many  a  time  inter- 
ventions have  taken  place  to  stop  the  persecution  of 
Christians  in  Turkey.  But  whether  there  is  really  a 
rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  which  admits  such  inter- 
ventions may  well  be  doubted.  Yet,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  public  opinion  and 
the  attitude  of  the  Powers  are  in  favour  of  such 
interventions,  and  it  may  perhaps  be  said  that  in 
time  the  Law  of  Nations  will  recognise  the  rule  that 
interventions  in  the  interests  of  humanity  are  admis- 


INTKRVE^TION  1 87 

sible  provided  they  are  exercised  in  the  form  of  a 
coUedive  intervention  of  the  Powers.^ 

§  138.  Careful  analysis  of  the  rules  of  the  Law  interven. 
of  Nations  regarding  intervention  and  the  hitherto  /^  a 
exercbed  practice  of  intervention  make  it  apparent  p^'  °' 
that  intervention  is  de  facto  a  matter  of  policy  just 
like  war.  This  is  the  result  of  the  combination  of 
several  factors.  Since,  even  in  the  cases  in  which  it 
is  based  on  a  right,  intervention  is  not  compulsory, 
but  is  solely  in  the  discretion  of  the  State  con- 
cerned, it  is  for  that  reason  alone  a  matter  of 
policy.  Since,  secondly,  every  State  must  decide  for 
itself  whether  vital  interests  of  its  own  are  at  stake 
and  whether  a  case  of  necessity  in  the  interest  of 
self-preservation  has  arisen,  intervention  is  for  this 
part  again  a  matter  of  policy.  Since,  thirdly,  the 
question  of  balance  of  power  is  so  complicated  and 
the  historical  development  of  the  States  involves 
gradually  an  alteration  of  the  division  of  power 
between  the  States,  it  must  likewise  be  left  to  the 
appreciation  of  every  State  whether  or  not  it  con- 
siders the  balance  of  power  endangered  and,  there- 
fore, an  intervention  necessary.  And  who  can  under- 
take to  lay  down  a  hard  and  fast  rule  with  regard  to 
the  amount  of  inhumanity  on  the  part  of  a  Govern- 
ment to  admit  of  intervention  according  to  the  Law 
of  Nations  ? 

No  State  will  ever  intervene  in  the  affairs  of 
another,  if  it  has  not  some  important  interest  in 
doing  so,  and  it  has  always  been  easy  for  such  State 
to  find  or  pretend  some  legal  justification  for  an 
intervention,  be  it  self-preservation,  balance  of  power, 
or  humanity.    There  is  no  great  danger  to  the  wel- 

^  See  Hall,  {{  91  and  95,  where    oiused  irom  all  sides.    See  also 
the  merits  of  the  prohlem  are  die-    below,  S  292. 
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fare  of  the  States  in  the  fact  that  interventioii  is 
de  facto  a  matter  of  policy.  Too  many  interests  are 
common  to  all  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations, 
and  too  great  is  the  natural  jealousy  between  the 
Great  Powers,  for  an  abuse  of  intervention  on  the 
part  of  one  powerful  State  without  calling  other 
States  into  the  field.  Since  unjustified  intervention 
violates  the  very  principles  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 
and  since,  as  I  have  stated  above  (§  135),  in  case  of  a 
violation  of  these  principles  on  the  part  of  a  State 
every  other  State  has  a  right  to  intervene,  any 
unjustifiable  intervention  by  one  State  in  the  affairs 
of  another  gives  a  right  of  intervention  to  all  other 
States.  Thus  it  becomes  here,  as  elsewhere,  apparent 
that  the  Law  of  Nations  is  intimately  connected  with 
the  interests  of  all  the  States,  and  that  they  must 
themselves  secure  the  maintenance  and  realisation  of 
this  law.  This  condition  of  things  tends  naturally  to 
hamper  more  the  ambitions  of  weaker  States  than  those 
of  the  single  Great  Powers,  but  it  seems  unalterable. 
The  §  139.  The  de  facto  political    character  of   the 

DocSine.  wholc  matter  of  intervention  becomes  clearly  ap- 
parent through  the  so-called  Monroe  doctrine  ^  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  This  doctrine,  in  its  first 
appearance,  is  indirectly  a  product  of  the  policy 
of  intervention  in  the  interest  of  legitimacy  which 
the  Holy  Alliance  pursued  in  the  beginning  of  the 
nineteenth  century  after  the  downfall  of  Napoleon. 
The  Powers  of  this  alliance  were  inclined  to  extend 
their  policy  of  intervention  to  America  and  to  assist 
Spain  in  regaining  her  hold  over  the  former  Spanish 

^  Wharton,  S  57 ;   Dana*B  Note  Monroe    (1893);    BeaomarohaiB, 

No.  36  to  Wharton,  p.  36 ;  Tacker,  La  doctrine  de  Monroe  (1898); 

The    Monroe    Dootrine    (188O ;  Redaway,  The  Monroe  Dootrine 

Moore,  The     Monroe     Dootnne  (1898);  P^kin,  Leg  £tat8-UniB  et 

(1895) ;  Gespedis,  La  dootrine  de  la  dootrine  de  Monroe  (1900). 
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colonies  in  South  America  which  had  declared  and 
maintained  their  independence,  and  which  were 
recognised  as  independent  Sovereign  States  by  the 
United  States  of  America.  To  meet  and  to  check 
the  imminent  danger,  President  James  Monroe  de^ 
livered  his  celebrated  Message  to  Congress  on  De- 
cember 2,  1823.  This  Message  contains  two  quite 
different,  but  nevertheless  important,  declarations. 

(i)  In  connection  with  the  unsettled  boundary  lines  in 
the  north-west  of  the  American  continent,  the  Message 
declared  ^^  that  the  American  continents,  by  the  free 
and  independent  condition  which  they  have  assumed 
and  maintained,  are  henceforth  not  to  be  considered 
as  subjects  for  future  colonisation  by  any  European 
Power."  This  declaration  was  never  recognised  by 
the  European  Powers,  and  Great  Britain  and  Bussia 
protested  expressly  against  it.  In  fact,  however,  no 
occupation  of  American  territory  has  since  then 
taken  place  on  the  part  of  a  European  State. 

(2)  In  regard  to  the  contemplated  intervention  of  the 
Holy  Alliance  between  Spain  and  the  South  American 
States,  the  Message  declared  that  the  United  States 
had  not  intervened,  and  never  would  intervene,  in 
wars  in  Europe,  but  could  not,  on  the  other  hand,  in 
the  interest  of  her  own  peace  and  happiness,  allow 
the  allied  European  Powers  to  extend  their  political 
system  to  any  part  of  America  and  try  to  intervene 
in  the  independence  of  the  South  American  republics. 

(3)  Since  the  time  of  President  Monroe,  the  Monroe 
doctrine  has  gradually  been  somewhat  extended  in 
so  far  as  the  United  States  claims  a  kind  of  politi- 
cal hegemony  over  aU  the  States  of  the  American 
continent.  Whenever  a  conflict  occurs  between  such 
an  American  State  and  a  European  Power,  the 
United    States  is  ready  to    exercise    intervention. 
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Through  the  civil  war  her  hands  were  bound  in  the 
sixties  of  the  last  century,  and  she  could  not  prevent 
the  combinedaction  of  Great  Britain,  Spain,  and  France 
in  Mexico.  She  did,  further,  not  intervene  in  1902 
when  Gbreat  Britain,  Germany,  and  Italy  took  com- 
bmed  action  against  Venezuela,  because  she  was  cog- 
nisant of  the  fact  that  this  action  intended  merely  to 
make  Venezuela  comply  with  her  international  duties. 
But  she  intervened  in  1 896  in  the  boundary  conflict 
between  Ghreat  Britain  and  Venezuela  when  Lord  Salis- 
bury had  sent  an  uUimatum  to  Venezuela,  and  she 
retains  the  Monroe  doctrine  as  a  matter  of  principle. 
MeriiBof  §  140.  The  importance  of  the  Monroe  doctrine  is 
Monroe  ^^  *  political,  not  of  a  legal  character.  Since  the 
Doctrine.  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law  between  all  the  civilised 
States  as  equal  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations, 
the  States  of  the  American  continent  are  subjects  of 
the  same  international  rights  and  duties  as  the 
European  States.  The  European  States  are,  as  far  as 
the  Law  of  Nations  is  concerned,  absolutely  free  to 
acquire  territory  in  America  as  elsewhere.  And  the 
same  legal  rules  are  valid  concerning  intervention 
on  the  part  of  European  Powers  both  in  American 
affairs  and  in  affairs  of  other  States.  But  it  is 
evident  that  the  Monroe  doctrine,  as  the  guiding  star 
of  the  policy  of  the  United  States,  is  of  the  greatest 
political  importance.  And  it  ought  not  to  be  main- 
tained that  this  policy  is  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  Law  of  Nations.  Li  the  interest  of  balance 
of  power  in  the  world,  the  United  States  considers  it  a 
necessity  that  European  Powers  should  not  acquire 
more  territory  on  the  American  continent  dian  they 
actually  possess.  She  considers,  further,  her  own 
welfare  so  intimately  connected  with  that  of  the 
other  American  States  that  she  thinks  it  necessary,  in 
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the  interest  of  self-preservatioii,  to  watch  closely  the 
relations  of  these  States  with  Europe  and  also  the 
relations  between  these  very  States,  and  eventually 
to  intervene  in  conflicts.  Since  every  State  must 
decide  for  itself  whether  and  where  vital  interests  of 
its  own  are  at  stake  and  whether  the  balance  of 
power  is  endangered  to  its  disadvantage,  and  since, 
as  explained  above  (§  138),  intervention  is  therefore 
de  facto  a  matter  of  policy,  there  is  no  legal  impedi- 
ment to  the  United  States  carrying  out  a  policy  in 
conformity  with  the  Monroe  doctrine.  This  policy 
hampers  indeed  the  South  American  States,  but  with 
their  growing  strength  it  wiU  graduaUy  disappear. 
For,  whenever  some  of  these  States  become  Great 
Powers  themselves,  they  will  no  longer  submit  to  the 
political  hegemony  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
Monroe  doctrine  wiH  have  played  its  part. 


vn 
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GrotiuB,  11.  0.  2,  5  13— Vattel,  II.  S$  21-26— Hall,  $  13— Taylor,  J  160 
— Bluntsohli,  {381  and  p.  26— Hartmann,  {  15 — ^Hefiter,  $§  26  and 
33 — ^Holtsendorff  in  Holizendorffi  II.  pj^  60-64 — Gareis,  $  27 — 
Ufizt,  S  7 — UUmann,  S  29 — Bonfils,  Nos.  285-289 — Despagnet, 
No.  183- Pradier-Fod4r^,  I.  No.  184— Bivier,  L  pp.  262-264 — 
Galvo,  III.  SS  I303-I305--Fiore,  L  No.  370— Martens,  I.  J  79. 

§  141.  Many  adherents  of  the  doctrine  of  funda-  inter- 
mental  rights  include  therein  also  a  right  of  inter-  ^J^*. 
course  of  every  State  with  all  others.    This  right  of  ^^on  of 
intercourse  is  said  to  contain  a  right  of  diplomatic,  national 
commercial,     postal,     telegraphic    intercourse,     of  ^^S^". 
intercourse  by  railway,   a  right   of   foreigners  to 
travel  and  reside  on  the  territory  of  every  State, 
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and  the  like.  But  if  the  real  facts  of  international 
life  are  taken  into  consideration,  it  becomes  at  once 
apparent  that  such  a  fundamental  right  of  intercourse 
does  not  exist.  All  the  consequences  which  are  said 
to  follow  out  of  the  right  of  intercourse  are  not  at 
all  consequences  of  a  right,  but  nothing  else  than 
consequences  of  the  fact  that  intercourse  between  the 
States  is  a  condition  without  which  a  Law  of  Nations 
would  not  and  could  not  exist.  The  civilised  States 
make  a  community  of  States  because  they  are  knit 
together  through  their  common  interests  and  the 
manifold  intercourse  which  serves  these  interests. 
Through  the  intercourse  with  one  another  and  with 
the  growth  of  their  common  interests  the  Law  of 
Nations  has  grown  up  among  the  civilised  States. 
Where  there  is  no  intercourse  there  cannot  be  a 
community  and  a  law  for  such  community.  A  State 
cannot  be  a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations  and 
an  International  Person,  if  it  has  no  intercourse 
whatever  with  at  least  one  or  more  other  States. 
Varied  intercourse  with  other  States  is  a  necessity 
for  every  civilised  State.  The  mere  fact  that  a  State 
is  a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations  shows  that  it 
has  various  intercourse  with  other  States,  for  other- 
wise it  would  never  have  become  a  member  of  that 
family.  Intercourse  is  therefore  one  of  the  charac- 
teristics of  the  position  of  the  States  within  the 
Family  of  Nations,  and  it  may  be  maintained  that 
intercourse  is  a  presupposition  of  the  international 
Personality  of  every  State.  But  no  special  right  or 
rights  of  intercourse  exist  according  to  the  Law  of 
Nations  between  the  States.  It  is  because  such 
special  rights  of  intercourse  do  not  exist  that  the 
States  conclude  special  treaties  regarding  matters  of 
post,  telegraphs,  telephones,  railways,  and  commerce. 
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Most  States  keep  up  protective  duties  to  exclude 
foreign  trade  from  or  to  hamper  it  within  their  own 
borders  in  the  interest  of  tiieir  home  commerce, 
industry,  and  agriculture.  And  although  regularly 
they  allow  foreigners  to  travel  and  to  reside  on  their 
territory,  they  can  expel  every  foreign  subject 
according  to  discretion. 

§  142.  Intercourse  being  a  presupposition  of  Inter-  Conse- 
national  Personality,  the  Law  of  Nations  favours  inter-  SS^  ^ 
course  in  every  way.  The  whole  institution  of  legation  J^^J^" 
serves  the  interest  of  intercourse  between  the  States,  j^ition  of 
as  does  the  consular  institution.     The  right  of  lega-  natioma 
tion,^  which  every  fdll-Sovereign  State  undoubtedly  ^JS^. 
holds,  is  held  in  the  interest  of  intercourse,  as  is 
certainly  the  right  of  protection  over  citizens  abroad^ 
which  every  State  possesses.     The  freedom  of  the 
Open  Sea,'  which  has  been  universally  recognised 
since  the  end  of  the  first  quarter  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  the  right  of  every  State  to  the  passage  of  its 
merchantmen  through  the  maritime  belt  *  of  all  other 
States,  and,  further,  freedom  of  navigation  for  the 
merchantmen  of  all  nations  on  so-called  international 
rivers,^  are  further  examples  of  provisions  of  the  Law 
of  Nations  in  the  interest  of  international  intercourse. 

The  question  is  frequently  discussed  and  answered 
in  the  affirmative  whether  a  State  has  the  right  to 
require  such  States  as  are  outside  the  Family  of 
Nations  to  open  their  ports  and  allow  commercial 
intercourse.  Since  the  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law 
between  those  States  only  which  are  members  of  the 
Family  of  Nations,  it  has  certainly  nothing  to  do 

'  See  below,  $  360.  really  a  right  in  the  intereBt  of 

^  See  below,  S  3i9«    The  right  intercoorBe. 
of  protection  over  citizenB  abroad        '  See  below,  S  259. 
ie  frequently  said  to  be  a  special        ^  See  below,  S  188. 
right  of  self-preservation,  but  it  is       ^  See  below,  $  178. 

VOL.  I.  O 
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with  this  question,  which  is  therefore  one  of  mere 
commercial  policy  and  of  morality. 


vm 
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Hall,  $$  62,  75-80— Wesilake,  L  pp.  236-271— Lawrence,  S$  1 17-133— 
Fhilliznore,  I.  $S  317-  356— Twise,  I.  $S  1 57-171— HaUeok,  L  pp.  186- 
245— Taylor,  S$  169-171— Wheaton,5$  77"i5i— Blnntaohli,  $$  388- 
393— Heffter,  $5  34-39 — Bonfils,  Nob.  263-266 — Bivier,  I.  5  28— 
Fiore,  L  Nob.  475-588. 

Jarifldio-        §  1 43.  Jurisdiction  is  a  matter  of  importance   as 
portiu^tor  regards  the  position  of  the  States  within  the  Family 
tk«i^f"tiw  ^^  Nations  for  several  reasons.     States  possessing 
states       independence    and    territorial  as  well  as   personal 
FamUyoi   Supremacy  can  naturally  extend  or  restrict    their 
Nations,     jurisdiction  as  f ar  as  they  like.     However,  as  members 
of  the  Family  of  Nations  and  International  Persons, 
the  States  must  exercise  self-restraint  in  the  exercise 
of  this  natural  power  in  the  interest  of  one  another. 
Since  intercourse  of  all  kinds  takes  place  between  the 
States   and  their  subjects,  the  matter  ought  to  be 
thoroughly  regulated  by  the  Law  of  Nations.    But  such 
regulation  has  as  yet  only  partially  grown  up.     The 
consequence  of  both  the  regulation  and  non-regulation 
of  jurisdiction   is    that    concurrent  jurisdiction  of 
several  States  can  often  at  the  same  time  be  exercised 
over  the  same  persons  and  matters.     And  it   can 
also  happen  that  matters  fall  under  no  jurisdiction 
because  the  several  States  which  could  extend  their 
jurisdiction  over  these  matters  refuse  to  do  so,  leav- 
ing them  to  each  other's  jurisdiction. 
Bestrio-  §  144.  As  all  persons  and  things  within  the  terri- 

Ten5ton2  *^^  ^^  ^  State  fall  under  its  territorial  supremacy, 
jurisdio-     every  State  has  jurisdiction  over  them.    The  Law  of 
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Nations,  however,  gives  a  right  to  every  State  to 
claim  so-called  exterritoriality  and  therefore  exemp- 
tion from  local  jurisdiction  chiefly  for  its  head/  its 
diplomatic  envoys,'  its  men-of-war,^  and  its  armed 
forces  ^  abroad.  And  partly  by  custom  and  partly 
by  treaty  obligations,  Eastern  non-Christian  States, 
Japan  now  excepted,  are  restricted  ^  in  their  territo- 
rial jurisdiction  with  regard  to  foreign  resident  sub- 
jects of  Christian  Powers. 

§  145.  The  Law  of  Nations  does  not  prevent  a  JariBdie. 
State  from  exercising  jurisdiction  over  its  subjects  ^^^ 
travelling    or    residing  abroad,  since  they  remain  abroad. 
under  its  personal  supremacy.     As  every  State  can 
also  exercise  jurisdiction  over  foreigners  ^  within  its 
boundaries,  such    foreigners  are   often  under   two 
concurrent  jurisdictions.    And,  since  a  State  is  not 
obliged  to  exercise  jurisdiction  for  all  matters  over 
foreigners  on  its  territory,  and  since  the  home  State 
is  not  obliged  to  exercise  jurisdiction  over  its  subjects 
abroad,  it  may  happen  that  foreigners  are  actually 
for  some  matters  under  no  State's  jurisdiction. 

§  146.  As  the  Open  Sea  is  not  under  the  sway  of  JnriBdic- 
any  State,  no  State  can  exercise  its  jurisdiction  there,  open  Sea. 
But  it  is  a  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  that  the 
vessels  and  the  things  and  persons  thereon  remain 
during  the  time  they  are  on  the  Open  Sea  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  under  whose  flag  they  sail.^ 
It  is  another  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  that  piracy  ^ 
on  the  Open  Sea  can  be  punished  by  any  State,  whether 
the  pirate  sails  under  the  flag  of  a  State  at  all  or  not. 
Again,  in  the  interest  of  the  safety  of  the  Open  Sea, 

^  DatttUs  below,  fS  34S-353«  and  ^  DetailB  below,  ${  318  and  44a 

356.  •  See  below,  J  317. 

'  Detafls  below,  K  385-405.  ''  See  below,  {  260. 

*  DetailB  below,  {{  450-451.  *  Bee  below,  $  278. 
^  DeiaOa  below,  $  445. 
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every  State  has  the  right  to  order  its  men-of-war 
to  ask  any  suspicions  merchantman  they  meet  on 
the  Open  Sea  to  show  the  flag,   to  arrest  foreign 
merchantmen  sailing  under  its  flag  without  an  autho- 
risation for  its  use,  and  to  pursue  into  the  Open  Sea 
and  to  arrest  there  such  foreign  merchantmen  as 
have  committed  a  violation  of  its  law  whilst  in  its 
ports  or  maritime  belt.^    Lastly,  in  time  of  war  belli- 
gerent States  have  the  right  to  order  their  men-of-war 
to  visit,  search,  and  eventually  capture  on  the  Open 
Sea  all  neutral  vessels  for  contraband,   breach  of 
blockade,  and  maritime  services  to  the  enemy. 
Criminal        §  147-  Many  States  claim  jurisdiction  and  threaten 
ticm*^°     punishments  for  certain  acts  committed  by  a  foreigner 
Poreignere  in  foreign  countries.^   States  which  claim  jurisdiction 
StotesT^  of  this  kind  threaten  punishment  for  certain   acts 
either  against  the  State  itself,  such  as  high  treason, 
forging    bank-notes,   and  the    like,   or    against  its 
citizens,  such  as  murder  or  arson,  libel  and  slander, 
and  the  like.    These  States  cannot,  of  course,  exer- 
cise this  jurisdiction  as  long  as  the  foreigner  con- 
cerned remains  outside  their  territory.      But  if,  after 
the  committal  of  such  act,  he  enters  their  territory 
and  comes  thereby  under  their    territorial  supre- 
macy, they  have  an  opportunity  of  enforcing  punish- 
ment.    The  question  is,  therefore,  whether  States 
have  a  right  to  jurisdiction  over  acts  of  foreigners 
committed  in  foreign   countries,   and  whether  the 
home   State  of  such    a    foreigner  has  a  duty   to 
acquiesce  in  the  latter's  punishment  in  case  he  comes 
into  the  power  of  these  States.    The  question  must 
be  answered  in  the  negative.     For  at  ike  time  such 
criminal  acts   are   committed  the  perpetrators  are 

^  See  below,  $$  265-266.  pp.  251-253;  Lawrence,  f   125; 

3  See  Hall,  $  62  ;  Westlake,  I.    Taylor,  $  191 ;  Fhilimore,  I.  $  334, 
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neither  under  the  territorial  nor  under  the  personal 
supremacy  of  the  States  concerned.  And  a  State  can 
only  require  respect  for  its  laws  from  such  foreigners 
as  are  permanently  or  transiently  within  its  territory. 
No  right  for  a  State  to  extend  its  jurisdiction  over 
acts  of  foreigners  committed  in  foreign  countries 
can  be  said  to  have  grown  up  according  to  the  Law 
of  Nations,  and  the  right  of  protection  over  citizens 
abroad  held  by  every  State  would  justify  it  in  an 
intervention  in  case  one  of  its  citizens  abroad  should 
be  required  to  stand  his  trial  before  the  Courts  of 
another  State  for  criminal  acts  which  he  did  not 
commit  during  the  time  he  was  under  the  territorial 
supremacy  of  such  State.^  In  the  only  case  which  is 
reported — ^namely,  in  the  case  of  Cutting — ^matters 
were  settled  according  to  this  view.  In  1886,  one 
A.  K.  Cutting,  a  subject  of  the  United  States,  was 
arrested  in  Mexico  for  an  alleged  libel  against  one 
Emigdio  Medina,  a  subject  of  Mexico,  which  was 
published  in  the  newspaper  of  El  Paso  in  Texas. 
Mexico  maintained  that  she  had  a  right  to  punish 
Cutting  because  according  to  her  Criminal  Law 
offences  committed  by  foreigners  abroad  against 
Mexican  subjects  are  punishable  m  Mexico.  The 
United  States,  however,  intervened  and  demanded 
Cutting's  release,  which  was  finally  granted.^ 

^  The  Institute  of  Intematioiial  violating   its   penal    laws   when 

Law  haa  studied  the  question  at  those  acts  contain  an  attack  upon 

flereral   meetings   and   in    1883,  its  social  existence  or  endanger  its 

at  its  meeting  at  Munich  (see  An-  security  and  when  they  are  not 

noaire,  Vli.  p.  156),  among  a  body  provided  against  by  the  Criminal 

of  fifteen  articles  concerning  the  Law  of  the  territory  where  they 

conflict  of  the  Criminal  Laws  of  take  place."    But    it    must    be 

different  States,  adopted  the  follow-  emphasised  that   this   resolution 

ing  (article  8) : — "  Every  State  has  a  has  vidue  de  lege  ferenda  only, 

right  to  pimish  acts  committed  by  *  See  Taylor,  $  192. 
foreigners  outside  its  territory  and 
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Orotius,  11.  e.  21,  {  2— Pufendorf,  YIII.  c.  6,  { 12— Yattel,  n/{{  63-78^ 
Hall,  $  65— Halleck,  I.  pp.  440-444— Wharton,  I.  {  2i---Wheaion, 
$  32— Bluntschli,  {  74— Hefffcer,  $$  101-104— Holtzendorff  in  Holt- 
zendorff,  II.  pp.  70-74 — Liszt,  $  24 — Ullmann,  $  74 — Bonfils, 
Nob.  324^332— PiedeliAvre,  I.  pp.  317-322— Pradier-Pod^r^,  I. 
Nob.  196-210 — Bivier,  I.  pp.  40-44— Calvo,  III.  {{  1261-1298 — 
Fiore,  I.  Nob.  659-679— Martens,  I.  {  118— Clunet,  "OffenBea  et 
aotoB  hoBtiles  oommis  par  partiouliers  oontre  nn  ^tat  Stranger" 
(1887).— Triepel,  "  Vdlkerrecht  und  Landesreoht  "  (1899),  pp.  324- 
381 — ^Anzillotti,  ^'Teoria  generate  della  reBponsabilitA  deUo  Btato 
nel  diritto  intemazionale  '*  (1902) — ^Bongier,  "  Lob  gaerrea  oivileB 
et  le  droit  des  gens  "  (1903),  pp.  448-474. 

Natnreof  §148.  It  is  ofteu  maintained  that  a  State,  as  a 
Befl^nsi-  Sovereign  person,  can  have  no  legal  responsibility 
biuty.  whatever.  This  is  only  correct  with  reference  to 
certain  acts  of  a  State  towards  its  subjects.  Since 
a  State  can  abolish  parts  of  its  Municipal  Law  and 
can  make  new  Municipal  Law,  it  can  always  avoid 
legal,  although  not  moral,  responsibility  by  a  change 
of  Municipal  Law.  Different  from  this  internal  auto- 
cracy is  the  external  responsibility  of  a  State  to  ful- 
fil its  international  legal  duties.  Besponsibility  for 
such  duties  is,  as  will  be  remembered,^  a  quality  of 
every  State  as  an  International  Person,  without 
which  the  Family  of  Nations  could  not  peaceably 
exist.      Although  there  is  no  International  Court 

^  See  above,  $  118. 
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of  Justice  which  could  establish  such  responsibility 
and  pronounce  a  fine  or  other  punishment  against 
a  State  for  neglect  of  its  international  duties,  State 
responsibility  concerning  international  duties  is  never- 
theless a  legal  responsibility.  For  a  State  cannot 
abolish  or  create  new  International  Law  in  the  same 
way  as  it  can  abolish  or  create  new  Municipal  Law. 
A  State,  therefore,  cannot  renounce  its  international 
duties  unilaterally  ^  at  discretion,  but  is  and  remains 
legally  bound  by  them.  And  although  there  is  not 
and  never  will  be  a  central  authority  above  the 
single  States  to  enforce  the  fulfilment  of  these  duties, 
there  is  the  legalised  self-help  of  the  single  States 
against  one  another.  For  every  neglect  of  an  inter- 
national legal  duty  constitutes  an  international  delin- 
quency,^ and  the  violated  State  can  through  reprisals 
or  even  war  compel  the  delinquent  State  to  comply 
with  its  international  duties. 

§  149.  Now  if  we  examine  the  various  international  Original 
duties  out  of  which  responsibility  of  a  State  may  rise,  ^Unoua 
we  find  that  there  is  a  necessity  for  two  different  ^^ngj, 
kinds  of  State    responsibility  to  be  distinguished.  bUity. 
They  may  be  named  "  original "  in  contradistinction 
to  "  vicarious  "  responsibility.    I  name  as  "  original " 
the  responsibility  borne  by  a  State  for  its  own — ^that 
is,  its  Government's  actions,  and  for  such  actions  of 
the  lower  organs  or  private  individuals  as  are  per- 
formed at  the  Government's  command  or  with  its 
authorisation.       But  States  have  to  bear  another 
responsibility  besides  that   just    mentioned.      For 
States  are,  according  to  the  Law  of  i^Tations,  in  a  sense 

^  See  Annex  to  Protocol  I.  of  ments  of  a  treaty,  or  modify  the 

Conference  of  London,  1 87 1,  where  stipnlationB  thereof,  unleBS  with 

the  Signatory    Powers   proclaim  the  consent    of  the    contracting 

that  *' it  is  an  essential  principle  of  Powers  by  means  of  an  amicable 

the  Law  of  Nations  that  no  Power  arrangement.'* 

can  liberate  itself  from  the  engage-  '  See  below,  {151. 
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responsible  for  certain  acts  other  than  their  own — 
namely,  certain  unauthorised  injurious  acts  of  their 
organs,  of  their  subjects,  and  even  of  such  foreigners 
as  are  for  the  time  Uvmg  within  their  territory. 
This  responsibility  of  States  for  acts  other  than 
their  own  I  name  "  vicarious  "  responsibility.  Since 
the  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law  between  States  only,  and 
since  States  are  the  sole  exclusive  subjects  of  Inter- 
national Law,  individuals  are  mere  objects  ^  of  Inter- 
national Law,  and  the  latter  is  unable  to  confer 
directly  rights  and  duties  upon  individuals.  And 
for  this  reason  the  Law  of  Nations  must  make  every 
State  in  a  sense  responsible  for  certain  internationally 
injurious  acts  committed  by  its  officials,  subjects,  and 
such  foreigners  as  are  temporarily  resident  on  its 
territory. 

Essential  §  ^5^'  ^^  ^®'  however,  obvious  that  original  and 
Differenoe  vicarious  State  responsibility  are  essentially  different. 
Original  Whereas  the  one  is  responsibility  of  a  State  for  a 
famous  ^^glcct  of  its  own  duty,  the  other  is  not.  A  neglect 
Besponsi-  of  international  legal  duties  of  a  State  constitutes  an 
international  delinquency.  The  responsibility  which 
a  State  bears  for  such  delinquency  is  especially  grave, 
and  requires,  apart  from  other  especial  consequences,  a 
formal  expiatory  act,  such  as  an  apology  at  least,  by 
the  delinquent  State  to  repair  the  wrong  done.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  vicarious  responsibility  which  a 
State  bears  requires  chiefly  compulsion  to  make 
those  officials  or  other  individuals  who  have  com- 
mitted internationally  injurious  acts  repair  as  far  as 
possible  the  wrong  done,  and  punishment,  if  necessary, 
of  the  wrong-doers.  In  case  a  State  complies  with 
these  requirements,  no  blame  falls  upon  it  on  ac- 
count of  such  injurious  acts.    But  of  course,  in  case 

^  See  below,  $  290. 
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a  State  refuses  to  comply  with  these  requirements, 
it  commits  thereby  an  international  delinquency,  and 
its  hitherto  vicarious  responsibility  turns  ipso  facto 
into  original  responsibility. 


n 

State  Ebsponsibility  fob  International 

Delinquencies 

See  the  literature  quoted  above  at  the  commencement  of  $  148. 

§151.  International  delinquency  is  every  injury  to  Conoep- 
another  State  committed  by  the  head  and  the  Govern-  i^Sr^ 
ment  of  a  State  through  neglect  of  an  international  ^^^ 
legal  duty.      Equivalent  to   acts  of  the  head  and  quonciea. 
Government  are  acts  of  officials  or  other  individuals 
commanded  or  authorised  by  the  head  or  Govern- 
ment. 

An  international  delinquency  is  not  a  crime, 
because  the  delinquent  State,  as  a  Sovereign,  cannot 
be  punished,  although  compulsion  may  be  exercised 
to  procure  a  reparation  of  the  wrong  done. 

International  delinquencies  in  the  technical  sense 
of  the  term  must  not  be  confounded  either  with  so- 
caUed  "  Crimes  against  the  Law  of  Nations  "  or  with 
so-caUed  "  International  Crimes."  "  Crimes  against 
the  Law  of  Nations  "  in  the  wording  of  many  Criminal 
Codes  of  the  single  States  are  such  acts  of  individuals 
against  foreign  States  as  are  rendered  criminal  by 
these  Codes.  Of  these  acts,  the  gravest  are  those  for 
which  the  State  on  whose  territory  they  are  com- 
mitted bears  a  vicarious  responsibility  according  to 
the  Law  of  Nations.  "  International  Crimes,"  on  the 
other  hand,  refer  to  crimes  like  piracy  on  the  high 
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seas  or  slave  trade,  which  either  every  State  can 
punish  on  seizure  of  the  criminals,  of  whatever 
nationality  they  may  be,  or  which  every  State  has  by 
the  Law  of  Nations  a  duty  to  prevent. 

An  international  delinquency  must,  further,  not  be 
confounded  with  discourteous  and  unfriendly  acts. 
Although  such  acts  may  be  met  by  retorsion,  they 
are  not  illegal  and  therefore  not  delinquent  acts. 

§  152.  An  international  delinquency  may  be  com- 
mitted by  every  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations, 
be  such  member  a  full-Sovereign,  half-Sovereign,  or 
part-Sovereign  State.  Yet,  half-  and  part-Sovereign 
States  can  commit  international  delinquencies  in  so 
far  only  as  they  have  a  footing  within  the  Family  of 
Nations,  and  therefore  international  duties  of  their 
own.  And  even  then  the  circumstances  of  each  case 
decide  whether  the  delinquent  has  to  account  for 
its  neglect  of  an  international  duty  directly  to  the 
wronged  State,  or  whether  it  is  the  full-Sovereign 
State  (suzerain,  federal,  or  protectorate-exercising 
State)  to  which  the  delinquent  State  is  attached  that 
must  bear  a  vicarious  responsibility  for  the  delin- 
quency. On  the  other  hand,  so-called  Colonial  States 
without  any  footing  whatever  within  the  Family 
of  Nations  and,  further,  the  member-States  of  the 
American  Federal  States,  which  likewise  lack  any 
footing  whatever  within  the  Family  of  Nations  be- 
cause all  their  possible  international  relations  are 
absorbed  by  the  respective  Federal  States,  cannot 
commit  an  international  delinquency.  Thus  an  in- 
jurious act  against  France  committed  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia  or  by  the 
Government  of  the  State  of  California  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  would  not  be  an  international  de- 
linquency in  the  technical  sense  of  the  term,  but 
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merely  an  internationally  injurious  act  for  which  Great 
Britain  or  the  United  States  of  America  must  bear  a 
vicarious  responsibility. 

§  153.  Since  States  are  juristic  persons,  the  ques-  state 
tion  arises,  Whose  internationally  injurious  acts  are  abf^ 
to  be  considered  State   acts  and  therefore    inter-  2ter?** 
national  delinquencies  ?    It  is  obvious  that  acts  of  ^*J°*^ 
this  kind  are,  first,  all  such  acts  as  are  performed  by  qaenoies. 
the  heads  of  States  or  by  the  members  of  Govern- 
ment acting  in  that  capacity,  so  that  their  acts 
appear  as  State  acts.   Acts  of  such  kind  are,  secondly, 
all  acts  of  officials  or  other  individuals  which  are 
either  commanded  or  authorised  by  Governments. 
On  the  other  hand,  unauthorised  acts  of  corporations, 
such  as  Municipalities,  or  of  officials,  such  as  magis- 
trates or  even  ambassadors,  or  of  private  individuals, 
never  constitute  an  international  delinquency.    And, 
further,  all  acts  committed  by  heads  of  States  and 
members  of  Government  outside  their  official  capacity, 
simply  as  individuals  who  act  for  themselves  and  not 
for  the  State,   are   not  international  delinquencies 
either.^    The  States  concerned  must  certainly  bear  a 
vicarious  responsibility  for  all  such  acts,  but  for  that 
very  reason  these  acts  comprise  not  international 
delinquencies.  ' 

§  154.  An  act  of  a  State  injurious  to  another  State  Nointer- 
is  nevertheless  not  an  international  delinquency  if  Seiin- 
committed  neither  wilfully  and  maliciously  nor  with  J^JSout 
culpable  negligence.     Therefore,  an  act  of  a  State  Maiioe  or 
committed  by  right  or  prompted  by  self-preservation  NegU-  ^ 
in  necessary  self-defence  does  not  contain  an  inter-  ^®'*®®' 
national    delinquency,    however    injurious    it    may 
actually  be  to  another  State.    And  the  same  is  valid 
in  regard  to  acts  of  officials  or  other  individuals 

'  See  below,  H  157-158. 
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committed  by  command  or  with  the  authorisation  of  a 
Government. 

§  155.  International  delinquencies  may  be  com- 
mitted against  so  many  different  objects  that  it  is 
impossible  to  enumerate  them.  It  suffices  to  give 
some  striking  examples.  Thus  a  State  may  be  in- 
jured— ^m  regard  to  its  independence  through  an 
unjustified  intervention;  in  regard  to  its  territorial 
supremacy  through  a  violation  of  its  frontier;  in 
regard  to  its  dignity  through  disrespectful  treatment 
of  its  head  or  its  diplomatic  envoys  ;  in  regard  to  its 
personal  supremacy  through  forcible  naturalisation 
of  its  citizens  abroad ;  in  regard  to  its  treaty  rights 
through  an  act  violating  a  treaty.  A  State  may  also 
suffer  various  injuries  in  time  of  war  by  illegitimate 
acts  of  warfare,  or  by  a  violation  of  neutrality  on 
the  part  of  a  neutral  State  in  favour  of  the  other 
belligerent.  And  a  neutral  may  in  time  of  war 
be  Sjured  in  various  ways  through  a  beUigerent 
violating  neutrality  by  acts  of  warfare  within  the 
neutral  State's  territory ;  for  instance,  through  a 
beUigerent  man-of-war  attacking  an  enemy  vessel  m 
a  neutral  port  or  in  neutral  territorial  waters,  or 
through  a  belligerent  violating  neutrality  by  acts  of 
warfare  committed  on  the  Open  Sea  against  neutral 
vessels. 

§  156.  The  nature  of  the  Law  of  Nations  as  a  law 
between,  not  above,  Sovereign  States  excludes  the 
possibility  of  punishing  a  State  for  an  international 
delinquency  and  of  considering  the  latter  in  the  light 
of  a  crime.  The  only  legal  consequences  of  an  inter- 
national delinquency  that  are  possible  under  existing 
circumstances  are  such  as  create  a  reparation  of  the 
moral  and  material  wrong  done.  The  merits  and  the 
conditions   of  the  special   cases    are,  however,  so 
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different  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  Law  of  Nations 
to  prescribe  once  for  all  what  legal  consequences  an 
international  delinquency  should  have.  The  only  rule 
which  is  unanimously  recognised  by  theory  and 
practice  is  that  out  of  an  international  delinquency 
arises  a  right  for  the  wronged  State  to  request  from 
the  delinquent  State  the  performance  of  such  expiatory 
acts  as  are  necessary  for  a  reparation  of  the  wrong 
done.  What  kind  of  acts  these  are,  depends  upon  the 
special  case  and  the  discretion  of  the  wronged  State. 
At  least  a  formal  apology  on  the  part  of  the  delin- 
quent State  will  be  necessary,  and  it  is  obvious  that 
there  must  be  a  pecuniary  reparation  for  a  material 
damage.  The  apology  may  have  to  take  the  form 
of  some  ceremonial  act,  such  as  a  salute  to  the  flag  or 
to  the  coat  of  arms  of  the  wronged  State,  the  mission 
of  a  special  embassy  bearing  apologies,  and  the  like. 
A  great  dijBerence  would  naturally  be  made  between 
acts  of  reparation  for  international  delinquencies 
deliberately  and  maUciously  conmiitted,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  on  the  other,  for  such  as  arise  merely  from 
culpable  negligence. 

When  the  delinquent  State  refuses  reparation  of  the 
wrong  done,  the  wronged  State  can  exercise  such 
means  as  are  necessary  to  enforce  an  adequate  repara- 
tion. In  case  of  international  delinquencies  com- 
mitted in  time  of  peace,  such  means  are  reprisals  ^ 
(including  embargo  and  pacific  blockade)  and  war  as 
the  case  may  require.  On  the  other  hand,  in  case  of 
international  delinquencies  committed  in  time  of  war 
through  illegitimate  acts  of  warfare  on  the  part  of 
a  belligerent,  such  means  are  reprisals  and  the  taking 
of  hostages.^ 

^  See  below,  voL  II.  $  34.        *  See  below,  vol.  II.  §$  248  and  259. 
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See  the  literature  quoted  above  at  the  oommencement  of  $  148. 

Bespoosi-       §  157*  States  must  bear  vicarious  responsibility  for 

vjJriMwith  ^  internationally  injurious   acts  of  their  organs. 

^^^^8*^8      As,  however,  these  organs  are  of  different  kinds  and 

oerned.      of  different  position,  the  actual  responsibility  of  a 

State  for  acts  of  its  organs  varies  with  the  organs 

concerned.     It  is  therefore  necessary  to  distinguish 

between  internationally  injurious  acts  of  heads  of 

States,  members  of  Government,  diplomatic  envoys, 

parliaments,    judicial    functionaries,    administrative 

officials,  and  military  and  naval  forces. 

Inter-  §  15^.  Such  international    injurious  acts  as  are 

nationaUy  committed  bv  hcads  of  States  in  the  exercise  of  their 

mjnnooB  *' 

Acts  of  official  functions  are  here  not  our  concern,  because 
state!  ^  they  constitute  international  delinquencies  which 
have  been  discussed  above  (§§  1 51-156).  But  a 
monarch  can,  just  as  any  other  individual,  in  his 
private  life  commit  many  internationally  injurious 
acts,  and  the  question  is,  whether  and  in  what 
degree  a  State  must  bear  responsibility  for  such  acts 
of  its  head.  The  position  of  a  head  of  a  State,  who 
is  within  and  without  his  State  neither  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  Justice  nor  under  any  kind 
of  disciplinary  control,  makes  it  a  necessity  for  the 
Law  of  Nations  to  claim  a  certain  vicarious  responsi- 
bility from  States  for  internationally  injurious  acts 
committed  by  their  heads  in  private  life.  Thus,  for 
instance,  when  a  monarch  during  his  stay  abroad 
commits  an  act  injurious  to  the  property  of*  a 
foreign  subject  and  refuses  adequate  reparation,  his 
State  may  be  requested  to  pay  damages  on  his 
behalf. 
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§  1 59.  As  regards  internationally  injurious  acts  of  inter- 
members  of  a  Government,  a  distinction  must  be  ^jurioug^ 
made  between  such  acts  as  are  committed  by  the  ^^bew 
ojSenders  in  their  official  capacity  and  other  acts,  of  Govern. 
Acts  of  the  first  kind  constitute  international  de- 
linquencies, as  stated  above  (§153).     But  members  of 
a  Government  can  in  their  private  life  perform  as 
many  internationally  injurious   acts  as  private  in- 
dividuals,  and  we   must  ascertain  therefore   what 
kind  of  responsibility  their  State  must  bear  for  such 
acts.     Now,  as  members  of  a  Government  have  not 
the  exceptional  position  of  heads  of  States  and  are 
therefore,  under  the  jurisdiction  of   the  ordinary 
Courts  of  Justice,  there  is  no  reason  why  their  State 
should  bear  for  internationally  injurious  acts  com- 
mitted by  them  in  their  private  life  a  vicarious 
responsibility  different  from  that  which  it  has  to  bear 
for  acts  of  private  persons. 

§  160.  The  position  of  diplomatic  envoys  who,  int^p. 
as  representatives  of  their  home  State,  enjoy  the  patiopaUy 
privileges    of   exterritoriality,    gives,   on    the    one  Acts  of 
hand,  a  very  great  importance  to  intemationaUy  SSSto 
injurious  acts  conunitted  by  them  on  the  territory  of  ^^^oys. 
the  receiving  State,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  excludes 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  receiving  State  over  such  acts. 
The  Law  of  Nations  makes  therefore  the  home  State 
in  a  sense  responsible  for  all  acts  of   an  envoy 
injurious   to    the   State    or    its  subjects  in  whose 
territory  he  resides.     But  it  depends  upon  the  merits 
of  the  special  case  what  measures  beyond  simple 
recall  must  be  taken  to  satisfy  the  wronged  State. 
Thus,  for  instance,  a  crime  committed  by  the  envoy 
on  the  territory  of   the  receiving  State  must  be 
pimished  by  his  home  State,  and  according  to  special 
circumstances  and  conditions  the  home  State  may 
be  obliged  to  disown  an  act  of  its  envoy,  to  apologise 
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or  express  its  regret  for  his  behaviour,  or  to  pay 
damages.  It  must,  however,  be  remembered  that 
such  injurious  acts  as  an  envoy  performs  at  the  com- 
mand or  with  the  authorisation  of  the  home  State, 
constitute  international  delinquencies  for  which  the 
home  State  bears  original  responsibility  and  for  which 
the  envoy  cannot  personally  be  blamed. 
Inter-  §  i6i.  As    regards    internationally  injurious    at- 

Sjun^^  titudes  of  parliaments,  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that, 
f^ttitodea  most  important  as  may  be  the  part  parliaments  play 
meDis.  in  the  political  life  of  a  nation,  they  do  not  belong 
to  the  organs  which  represent  the  States  in  their 
international  relations  with  other  States.  Therefore, 
however  injurious  to  a  foreign  State  an  attitude  of  a 
parliament  may  be,  it  can  never  constitute  an  inter- 
national delinquency.  That,  on  the  other  hand,  all 
States  must  bear  vicarious  responsibility  for  such 
attitudes  of  their  parliaments,  there  can  be  no  doubt. 
But,  although  the  position  of  a  Government  is  difficult 
in  such  cases,  especially  in  States  that  have  a  repre- 
sentative Government,  this  does  not  concern  the 
wronged  State,  which  has  a  right  to  demand  satis- 
faction and  reparation  for  the  wrong  done. 
Inter-  162.  Internationally  injurious  acts  committed  by 

nationally    •     •••    •   1  a        *•  •        •       j.i-    •  •-!•*•  • 

injuriouB  judicial  functionaries  m  their  pnvate  hfe  are  m  no 
Judicial  ^^y  different  from  such  acts  committed  by  other 
^onotion-  individuals.  But  these  functionaries  may  in  their 
official  capacity  commit  such  acts,  and  the  question 
is  how  far  a  State's  vicarious  responsibility  for  acts 
of  its  judicial  functionaries  can  reasonably  be  ex- 
tended in  face  of  the  fact  that  in  modem  civil- 
ised States  these  functionaries  are  to  a  great  extent 
independent  of  their  Government.^     Undoubtedly, 

^  Wharton,  II.  $$  230,  comprises  abundant  and  instmotiye  material 
on  this  question. 


anes. 
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in  case  of  such  denial  or  undue  delay  of  justice 
by  the  Courts  as  is  internationally  injurious,  a  State 
must  find  means  to  exercise  compulsion  against  such 
Courts.  And  the  same  is  valid  with  regard  to  an 
obvious  and  malicious  act  of  misapplication  of  the 
law  by  the  Courts  which  is  injurious  to  another 
State.  But  if  a  Court  observes  its  own  proper  forms 
of  justice  and  nevertheless  pronounces  a  materially 
unjust  judgment,  matters  become  so  complicated 
that  there  is  hardly  a  peaceable  way  in  which  the 
injured  State  can  successfully  obtain  reparation  for 
the  wrong  done,  and  eventually  war  may  break  out 
between  the  respective  States. 

§  163.  Internationally  injurious  acts  committed  in  inter- 
the  exercise  of  their  official  functions  by  adminis-  ^jmioas^ 
trative  officials  and  military  and  naval  forces  of  a  fjjjj^a. 
State  without  that  State's  command  or  authorisation,  ^*»y«, 

,  Offloials 

are  not  mternational  delinquencies  because  they  are  and  Mm- 
not  State  acts.     But  a  State  bears  a  wide,  unli-  nStj"^ 
mited,  and  unrestricted  vicarious  responsibility  for  Forces, 
such   acts  because  its  administrative  officials  and 
military  and  naval  forces  are  under  its  disciplinary 
control,  and  because  all  acts  of  such  officials  and 
forces  in  the  exercise  of  their  official  functions  are 
prima  facie  acts  of  the  respective  State.    Therefore, 
a  State  has,  first  of  all,  to  disown  and  disapprove  of 
such  acts  by  expressing  its  regret  or  even  apologising 
to  the  Government  of  the  injured  State;  secondly, 
damages  must  be  paid  where  required ;  and,  lastly,  the 
offenders  must  be  punished  according  to  the  merits  of 
the  special  case. 

As  regards  the  question  what  kind  of  acts  of 
administrative  officials  and  military  and  naval  forces 
are  of  an  internationally  injurious  character,  the  rule 
may  safely  be  laid  down  that  such  acts   of  these 

VOL.  I.  p 
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subjects  are  internationally  injurious  as  would  con- 
stitute international  delinquencies  when  committed 
by  the  State  itself  or  with  its  authorisation.  A  very 
instructive  case  may  be  quoted  as  an  illustrative 
example.  On  September  26,  1887,  a  German  soldier 
on  sentry  duty  at  the  frontier  near  Vexaincourt 
shot  from  the  German  side  and  killed  an  individual 
who  was  on  French  territory.  As  this  act  of  the 
sentry  violated  French  territorial  supremacy,  Ger- 
many disowned  and  apologised  for  it  and  paid  a 
sum  of  50,000  francs  to  the  widow  of  the  deceased 
as  damages.  The  sentry,  however,  escaped  punish- 
ment because  he  proved  that  he  had  acted  in 
obedience  to  orders  which  he  had  misunderstood.^ 

But  it  must  be  specially  emphasised  that  a  State 
never  bears  any  responsibility  for  losses  sustained  by 
foreign  subjects  through  legitimate  acts  of  adminis- 
trative officials  and  military  and  naval  forces.  Indi- 
viduals who  enter  foreign  territory  submit  themselves 
to  the  law  of  the  land,  and  their  home  State  has  no 
right  to  request  that  they  should  be  otherwise  treated 
than  as  the  law  of  the  land  authorises  a  State  to 
treat  its  own  subjects.  Therefore,  since  the  Law  of 
Nations  does  not  prevent  a  State  from  expelling 
foreigners,  the  home  State  of  an  expelled  foreigner 
cannot  request  the  expelling  State  to  pay  damages 
for  the  losses  sustained  by  the  expelled  through  his 
having  to  leave  the  country.  Therefore,  further,  a 
State  need  not  make  any  reparation  for  losses  sus- 
tained by  a  foreigner  through  legitimate  measures 
taken  by  administrative  officials  and  military  forces 
in  time  of  war,  insurrection,^  riot,  or  public  calamity 

^  A  recent  example  occurred  in  fired  upon  the  Hull  Fishing  Fleet 

1904,  when  the    ttnssian  Baltic  off  the  Dogger  Bank.    (See  below, 

Fleet,  on  its  way  to  the  Far  East  vol.  II.  S  SO 

dnring  the  Bosso- Japanese  war,  ^  See  below,  $  167. 
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such  as  a  fire,  an  epidemic  outbreak  of  dangerous 
disease,  and  the  like. 


IV 
State  Eesponsibility  foe  Acts  op  Private  Persons 

See  the  literature  quoted  above  at  the  commencement  of  $  148. 

§  164.  As  regards  State  responsibility  for  acts  of  vioarioua 
private  persons,  it  is  first  of  all  necessary  not  to  distinction 
confound  the  original  with  the  vicarious  responsi-  g^tate^^ 
bility  of  States  for  internationally  injurious  acts  of  ^^^: 
private  persons.     International  Law  imposes  the  duty  Acts  of 
upon  every  State  to  prevent  as  far  as  possible  its  own  pS^db. 
subjects,  and  such  foreign  subjects  as  live  within  its 
territory,   from   committing  injurious   acts    against 
other  States.    A  State  which  either  intentionally  and 
maliciously  or  through  culpable  negligence  does  not 
comply  with  this   duty   commits   an    international 
delinquency  for  which  it  has  to  bear  original  re- 
sponsibility.    But  it  is  practically  impossible  for  a 
State  to  prevent  all  injurious  acts  which  a  private 
person  might  commit  against  a  foreign  State.     It  is 
for  that  reason  that  a  State  must,  according  to  Inter- 
national Law,  bear  vicarious  responsibility  for  such 
mjuriou,  .0.S  of  private  indiridoL  »  ^incapable 
of  prevention. 

§  165.  Now,  whereas  the  vicarious  responsibility  VioarioM 
of  States  for  official  acts  of  administrative  officials  bmty'for 
and  military  and  naval  forces  is  unlimited  and  unre-  Private 
stricted,   their  vicarious  responsibility  for  acts  of  Persons 
private  persons  is  only  relative.     For  dieir  sole  duty  oniy."^* 
is   to  procure   satisfaction   and  reparation  for  the 
wronged  State  as  far  as  possible  by  punishing  the 
offenders    and    compelling    them  to  pay   damages 
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where  required.     Beyond  this  limit  a  State  is  not 
responsible  for  acts  of  private  persons ;  there  is  in 
especial  no  duty  of  a  State  itself  to  pay  damages  for 
such  acts  if  the  offenders  are  not  able  to  do  it. 
Manioipai       6  1 66.  It  is  a  consequeuce  of  the  vicarious  re- 
offenees     sponsibiUty  of  States  for  acts  of  private  persons  that 
5^^     by  the  Criminal  Law  of  every  civilised  State  punish- 
states.      ment  is  severe  for  certain  offences  of  private  persons 
against  foreign  States,  such  as  violation  of  ambassa- 
dors' privileges,  libel  on  heads  of  foreign  States  and 
on  foreign  envoys,  and  other  injurious  acts.^    In 
every  case  that  arises  the  offender  must  be  prose- 
cuted and  the  law  enforced  by  the  Courts  of  Justice 
And  it  is  further  a  consequence  of  the  vicarious 
responsibility  of  States  for  acts  of  private  persons 
that    criminal  offences  of  private  persons  against 
foreign  subjects — such  offences  are  indirectly  offences 
against  the  respective    foreign  States  because  the 
latter  exercise  protection  over  their  subjects  abroad 
— ^must  be  punished  according  to  the  ordinary  law  of 
the  land,  and  that  the  Civil  Courts  of  Justice  of  the 
land  must  be  accessible  for  claims  of  foreign  subjects 
against  individuals  living  under  the  territorial  su- 
premacy of  such  land. 
Basponsi-       §  1 67.  The  vicarious  responsibility  of  States  for 
^^oi^    acts  of  insurgents  and  rioters  is  the  same  as  for  acts 
inrargents  of  Other  private  individuals.    As  soon  as  peace  and 
Biotm.      order  are  re-established,  such  insurgents  and  rioters 
as  have  committed  criminal  injuries  against  foreign 
States  must  be  punished  according  to  the  law  of  the 
land.    The  point  need  not  be  mentioned  at  all  were 
it  not  for  the  fact  that,  in  several  cases  of  insurrec- 
tion and  riots,  claims  have  been  made  by  foreign 

^  Afl  regards  the  Criminal  Law  of  Eng^d  oonoeming  sooh  acta, 
Bee  Stephen's  Digesti  artioles  96-103. 
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States  against  the  local  State  for  damages  for  losses 
sustained  by  their  subjects  through  acts  of  the  insur- 
gents or  rioters  respectively,  and  that  some  writers  ^ 
assert  that  such  claims  are  justified  by  the  Law  of 
Nations.     The  majority  of  writers  maintain,  correctly, 
I  think,  that  the  responsibility  of  States  does  not 
involve  the  duty  to  repair  the  losses  which  foreign 
subjects  have  sustained  through  acts  of  insurgents 
and  rioters.    Individuals  who  enter  foreign  territory 
must  take  the  risk  of  an  outbreak  of  insurrections 
or  riots  just  as  the  risk  of  the  outbreak  of  other 
calamities.    When  they  sustain  a  loss  from  acts  of 
insurgents  or  rioters,  they  may,  if  they  can,  trace 
their  losses  to  the  acts  of  certain  individuals,  and 
claim  damages  from  the  latter  before  the  Courts  of 
Justice.    The  responsibility  of  a  State  for  acts  of 
private  persons  injurious  to  foreign  subjecte  reaches 
only  so  far  that  its  Ciourts  must  be  accessible  to  the 
latter  for  the  purpose  of  claiming  damages  from  the 
offenders,  and  must  punish  such  of  those  acts  as 
are  criminal.     And  in  States  which,  as  France  for 
instance,  have  such  Municipal  Laws  as  make  the 
town  or  the  county  where  an  insurrection  or  riot  has 
taken  place  responsible  for  the  pecuniary  loss  sus- 
tained  by  individuals  during  those  events,  foreign 
subjects  must  be  allowed  to  claim  damages  from  the 
local  authorities  for  losses  of  such  kind.    But  the 
State  itself  never  has  by  Litemational  Law  a  duty  to 
pay  such  damages. 

The  practice  of  the  States  agrees  with  this  rule 

laid  down  by  the  majority  of  writers.    Although  in 

some  cases  several  States  have  paid  damages  for 

losses  of  such  kind,  they  have  done  it,  not  through 

'  compulsion  of  law,  but  for  political  reasons.    In 

^  See,form8tanc«3ivier,II.  p.  43. 
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most  cases  in  which  the  damages  have  been  claimed 
for  such  losses,  the  respective  States  have  refused  to 
comply  with  the  request.^  As  such  claims  have 
during  the  second  half  of  the  nineteenth  century 
frequently  been  tendered  against  American  States 
which  have  repeatedly  been  the  scene  of  insur- 
rections, several  of  these  States  have  in  commercial 
and  similar  treaties  which  they  concluded  with  other 
States  expressly  stipulated  ^  that  they  are  not  respon- 
sible for  losses  sustained  by  foreign  subjects  on  their 
territory  through  acts  of  insurgents  and  rioters.^ 

^  See  the  eases  in  Calvo,  III.  and  p.  507  (Italy  and  Paraguay). 

SS  1 283- 1 290.  *  The  Institute  of  International 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.  IX.  p.  Law    at    its    meeting   at    Neu- 

474  (Germany  and  Mexico) ;  XV.  chatel  in  1900  adopted  five  rules 

p.  840  (France  and  Mexico) ;  XIX.  regarding    the   responsibility   of 

p.  831  (Germany  and  Colombia) ;  States  with  regard  to  this  matter. 

aXII.  p.  308  (Italy  and  Colombia),  See  Annuaire,  XVIII.  p.  254. 


PAKT  n 
THE  OBJECTS  OF  THE  LAW  OF  NATIONS 


CHAPTEE  I 

STATE  TERRITORY 
I 

On  Stat£  Teeritort  in  General 

Vattd,  n.  SS  79-83— Hall,  S  30— Westlake,  I.  pp.  84-^8— -Lawrenoe, 
Sf  90-91— Phillimore,  I.  SS  150-154-— Twiss,  I.  $S  140-144— Halleok, 
I.  pp.  150-156— Taylor,  $  217— Wheaton,  SS  161-163— Blunstchli, 
S  277— Hartmann,  S  58— Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  II.  pp.  225- 
232— Qareifl,  $  18— Liszt,  $  9— UUmann,  $  75— Heffter,  SS  65-68— 
Bonfilfl,  No.  483— Despagnet,  Nos.  385-386— Pradier-Fod^r^,  II. 
No.  612 — Nye,  I.  pp.  402-412 — Rivier,  I.  pp.  135-142— Calvo,  I. 
SS  260-262— Fiore,  I.  Nob.  522-530— Martens,  I.  S  88 — ^Del  Bon, 
"  Proprieti  territoriale  degli  Stati  "  (1867)— Frioker,  "  Vom  Staats- 
gebiet "  (1867. 

§  168.  State  territory  is  that  definite  portion  of  the  ooncep- 
surface  of  the  globe  which  is  subjected  to  the  sove-  q^^^ 
reignty  of  the  State.    A  State  without  a  territory  is  Territory, 
not  possible,  although  the  necessary  territory  may  be 
very  small,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Free  Town  of  Ham- 
burg, the  Principality  of  Monaco,  the  Bepublic  of  San 
Marino,  or  the  Principality  of  Lichtenstein.     A  wan- 
dering tribe,  although  it  has  a  Government  and  is 
otherwise  organised,  is  not  a  State  before  it  has  settled 
down  on  a  territory  of  its  own. 

State  territory  is  also  named  territorial  property 
of  a  State.  Yet  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
territorial  property  is  a  term  of  Public  Law  and 
must  not  be  confounded  with  private  property.  The 
territory    of  a    State  is  not  the  property  of  the 
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monarch,  or  of  the  Government,  or  even  of  the 
people  of  a  State ;  it  is  the  country  which  is  subjected 
to  the  territorial  supremacy  or  the  imperium  of  a 
State.  This  distinction  has,  however,  in  former 
centuries  not  been  sharply  drawn.  In  spite  of  the 
dictum  of  Seneca,  "Omnia  rex  imperio  possidet, 
singuli  dominio,''  the  impeiHum  of  the  monarch  and 
the  State  over  the  State  territory  has  very  often 
been  identified  with  private  property  of  the  monarch 
or  the  State.  But  with  the  disappearance  of  abso- 
lutism this  identification  has  likewise  disappeared. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  nowadays,  according  to  the 
Constitutional  Law  of  most  countries,  neither  the 
monarch  nor  the  Government  is  able  to  dispose  of 
parts  of  the  State  territory  at  will  and  without  the 
consent  of  Parliament.^ 

It  must,  further,  be  emphasised  that  the  territory 
of  a  State  is  totally  independent  of  the  racial  character 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  State.  The  territory  is  the 
public  property  of  the  State,  and  not  of  a  nation  in 
the  sense  of  a  race.  The  State  community  may 
consist  of  difierent  nations,  as  for  instance  the  British 
or  the  Swiss  or  the  Austrians. 
iMflerent  §  1 69.  The  territory  of  a  State  may  consist  of  one 
Sterito^.  pi^ce  of  the  surface  of  the  globe  only,  such  as  that 
of  Switzerland.  Such  kind  of  territory  is  named 
"  integrate  territory  "  {territorium  clausum).  But  the 
territory  of  a  State  may  also  be  dismembered  and 
consist  of  several  pieces,  such  as  that  of  Great  Britain. 
All  States  with  colonies  have  a  "  dismembered  ter- 
ritory." 

If  a  territory  or  a  piece  of  it  is  absolutely  sur- 

'  In  English  Constitutional  Law  made  conditional  on  the  approval 

this   point   is  not    settled.    The  of  Parliament.    (See  Anson,  The 

cession  of  the  Island  of  Heligoland  Law  and  Custom  of  the  Constitn- 

to  (Germany  in  1890  was,  however,  tion,  II.  p.  299.) 
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rounded  by  the  territory  of  another  State,  it  is 
named  an  "  enclosure."  Thus  the  Eepublic  of  San 
Marino  is  an  enclosure  of  Italy,  and  Birkenfeld,  a  piece 
of  the  territory  of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Oldenburg 
situated  on  the  river  Bhine,  is  an  enclosure  of  Prussia. 

Another  distinction  is  that  between  motherland 
and  colonies.  Colonies  rank  as  territory  of  the 
motherland,  although  they  may  enjoy  complete  self- 
government  and  therefore  be  called  Colonial  States. 
Thus,  if  viewed  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Law  of 
Nations,  the  Dominion  of  Canada  and  the  Common- 
wealth of  Australia  are  British  territory. 

As  regards  the  relation  between  the  Suzerain  and 
the  Vassal  State,  it  is  certain  that  the  vassal  is  not,  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  a  part  of  the  territory  of 
the  suzerain.  Bulgaria  and  Egypt  are  not  Turkish 
territory,  although  under  Turkish  suzerainty.  But  no 
general  rule  can  be  laid  down,  as  everything  depends 
on  the  merits  of  the  special  case,  and  as  the  vassal, 
even  if  it  has  some  footing  of  its  own  within  the 
Family  of  Nations,  is  internationally  for  the  most  part 
considered  a  mere  portion  of  the  Suzerain  State.^ 

§  170.  The  importance  of  State  territory  lies  in  impor- 
the  fact  that  it  is  the  space  within  which  the  State  ^^  ®' 
exercises  its  supreme  authority.     State  territory  is  Territoiy. 
an  object  of  the  Law  of  Nations  because  the  latter 
recognises  the  supreme  authority  of   every  State 
within  its  territory.     Whatever  person  or  thing  is  in 
or  enters  into  that  territory,  is  ipso  facto  subjected 
to  the  supreme  authority  of  the  respective  State 
according  to  the  old  rules,  Quidquid  est  in  territorio, 
est  etiam  de  territorio  and  Qui  in  territorio  meo  est, 
etiam  mens  subditus  est.    No  foreign  authority  has  any 
power  within  the  boundaries  of  the  home  territory, 

^  See  abovoi  S  91. 
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although  foreign  Sovereigns  and  diplomatic  envoys 
enjoy  the  so-called  privilege  of  exterritoriality,  and 
although  the  Law  of  Nations  does,  and  international 
treaties  may,  restrict  ^  the  home  authority  in  many 
points  in  the  exercise  of  its  sovereignty. 
OneTerri-  §  I? I-  The  Supreme  authority  which  a  State  exer- 
^2;^®°®  cises  over  its  territory  makes  it  apparent  that  on  one 
and  the  same  territory  can  exist  one  full-Sovereign 
State  only.  Two  or  more  full-Sovereign  States  on 
one  and  the  same  territory  are  an  impossibility.  The 
following  four  cases,  of  which  the  Law  of  Nations  is 
cognisant,  are  apparent,  but  not  real,  exceptions  to 
this  rule. 

(i)  There  is,  first,  the  case  of  the  so-called  can- 
dominium.  It  happens  sometimes  that  a  piece  of 
territory  consisting  of  land  or  water  is  under  the 
joint  tenancy  of  two  or  more  States,  these  several 
States  exercising  sovereignty  conjointly  over  such 
piece  and  the  individuals  living  thereon.  Thus 
Schleswig-Holstein  and  Lauenburg  from  1864  till  1866 
were  under  the  condominium  of  Austria  and  Prussia. 
Thus,  further,  Moresnet  (Kelmis),  on  the  frontier  of 
Belgium  and  Prussia,  is  under  the  condominium  of 
these  two  States  ^  because  they  have  not  yet  come  to 
an  agreement  regarding  the  interpretation  of  a 
boimdary  treaty  of  18 15  between  the  Netherlands 
and  Prussia.  And  since  1 898  the  Soudan  is  under 
the  condominium  of  Great  Britain  and  E^ypt.  It  is 
easy  to  show  that  in  such  cases  there  are  not  two 
States  on  one  and  the  same  territory,  but  pieces  of 
territory,  the  destiny  of  which  is  not  yet  decided, 
and  which  are  meanwhile  kept  separate  from  the 
territories  of  the  interested  States  under  a  separate 

^  See  above,  {$  126-128.  streitige    Gebiet  von    Moresnet, 

'  See    Schx^er,    Dae    grenz-    (1902). 
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admimstration.  Until  a  final  settlement  the  interested 
States  do  not  exercise  each  an  individual  sovereignty 
over  these  pieces,  but  they  agree  upon  a  joint 
administration  under  their  conjoint  sovereignty. 

(2)  The  second  case  is  that  of  the  administration 
of  a  piece  of  territory  by  a  foreign  Power,  with  the 
consent  of  the  owner-State.  Thus,  since  1878  the 
Turkish  provinces  of  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  have 
been  under  the  administration  of  Austria-Hungary,  as 
likewise  since  1878  the  Turkish  island  of  Cyprus  has 
been  under  British  administration.  In  these  cases  prac- 
tically a  cession  of  pieces  of  territory  has  taken  place, 
although  in  theory  the  respective  pieces  still  belong 
to  the  former  owner-State.  Anyhow,  it  is  certain 
that  only  one  sovereignty  is  exercised  over  these 
pieces — namely,  the  sovereignty  of  the  State  which 
exercises  administration. 

(3)  The  third  case  is  that  of  a  piece  of  territory 
leased  or  pledged  by  the  owner-State  to  a  foreign 
Power.  Thus,  China  in  1898  leased^  the  district 
of  Eiauchav  to  Germany,  Wei-Hai-Wei  and  the  land 
opposite  the  island  of  Hong  Kong  to  Great  Britain, 
and  Port  Arthur  to  Eussia.  Thus,  further,  in  1803 
Sweden  pledged  the  town  of  Wismar  ^  to  the  Grand 
Duchy  of  Mecklenburg-Schwerin,  and  the  Bepublic 
of  Genoa  in  1 768  pledged  the  island  of  Corsica  to 
France.  All  these  cases  contain  practically,  although 
not  theoretically,  cession  of  pieces  of  territory,  and 
the  same  statements  are  valid  regarding  tliem  as 
regarding  the  forementioned  cases  of  foreign  adminis- 
tration. 

'  See  below,  {  216.  Wismar    on    repayment   of  the 

'  This  transaction   took  place  money,  with  3  per  cent,  interest 

for  the  smn  of  1,258,000  thaler,  on  per    anntun.     Sweden   in    1903 

condition  that  Sweden,  after  the  formally  waived  her  right  to  retake 

lapse  of    100   years,    should   be  the  town. 

entitled  to  take  back  the  town  of 
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(4)  The  fourth  case  is  that  of  the  territory  of  a 
Federal  State.  As  a  Federal  State  is  considered  ^  a 
State  of  its  own  side  by  side  with  its  single  member- 
States,  the  fact  is  apparent  that  the  different  terri- 
tories of  the  single  member-States  are  at  the  same 
time  collectively  the  territory  of  the  Federal  State. 
But  this  fact  is  only  the  consequence  of  the  other 
illogical  fact  that  sovereignty  is  divided  between  a 
Federal  State  and  its  membw-States.  Two  different 
sovereignties  are  here  by  no  means  exercised  over 
one  and  the  same  territory,  for  so  far  as  the  Federal 
State  possesses  sovereignty  the  member-States  do  not, 
and  vice  versa. 


n 

The  diffesent  Pabts  of  State  Tebbitobt 

Real  and  §  1 72.  To  the  territory  of  a  State  belong  not  only 
puto^of^  the  land  within  the  State  boundaries,  but  also  the 
Territory,  so-called  territorial  waters.  They  consist  of  the 
rivers,  canals,  and  lakes  which  water  the  land,  and, 
in  the  case  of  a  State  with  a  seacoast,  of  the 
maritime  belt  and  certain  gulfs,  bays,  and  straits  of 
the  sea.  These  different  kinds  of  territorial  waters 
will  be  separately  discussed  below  in  §§  176-197- 
In  contradistinction  to  these  real  parts  of  State  terri- 
tory  there  are  aome  things  that  are  either  in  every 
point  or  for  some  part  treated  as  though  they  were 
territorial  parts  of  a  State.  They  are  fictional  and  in 
a  sense  only  parts  of  the  territory.  Thus  men-of-war 
and  other  public  vessels  on  the  high  seas  as  well  as  in 
foreign  territorial  waters  are  essentially  in  every  point 

^  See  above,  {  89. 
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treated  as  though  they  were  floating  parts  of  their 
home  State.^  And  the  houses  in  which  foreign 
diplomatic  envoys  have  their  official  residence  are  in 
many  points  treated  as  though  they  were  parts  of 
the  home  States  of  the  respective  envoys.^  Again, 
merchantmen  on  the  high  seas  are  for  some  points 
treated  as  though  they  were  floating  parts  of  the 
territory  of  the  State  under  whose  flag  they  legiti- 
mately sail.' 

§  173.  The  subsoil  beneath  the  territorial  land  xerri- 
and  water  is  of  importance  on  account  of  telegraph  g^u. 
and  telephone  wires  and  the  like,   and  further  on 
account  of  the  working  of  mines  and  of  the  building 
of  tunnels.     A  special  part  of  territory  the  territorial 
subsoil  is  not,  although  this  is  frequently  asserted.       ^ 
But  it  is  a  universally  recognised  rule  of  the  Law  of 
Nations  that  the  subsoil  to  an  unbounded  depth  belongs 
to  the  State  which  owns  the  territory  on  the  surface. 

§  174.  The  territorial  atmosphere  is  no  more  a  xem- 
special  part   of  territory  than  the   territorial  sub-  ^™^ 
soil,  but  it  is  of  importance  on  account  of  wires  sphere, 
for  telegraphs,  telephones,  electric  traction,  and  the 
like.     It  may  also  in  the  future  be  of  special  impor- 
tance on  account  of  aeronautism.     It  certainly  can- 
not belong  to  an  unbounded  height  to  the  territory 
of  the  State  which  owns  the  corresponding  part  of 
the  surface  of  the  globe,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
respective  State  must  be  allowed  to  control  it  and  to 
exercise  jurisdiction   in  it  up  to  a  certain  height. 
However,  no  customary  or  other  rules  regarding  the 
territorial  atmosphere  exist  as  yet.* 

^  See  below,  $  450.  Axmnaire,  XIX.  See  also  Holtzen- 

^  See  below,  {  390.  dorff,  II.  p.  230 ;  Fanohille,  in  B.G. 

•  See  below,  S  264.  VIII.  p.  314 ;    Nys,  I.  pp.  522- 

^  The  Institnte  of  International  533 ;  Bonfils,  Nos.  531-531    .) 
Law  i0  studying  the  matter.    (See 
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inaUeoa-  §  175.  It  should  be  mentioned  that  not  every  part 
Paris  of  of  territory  is  alienable  by  the  owner  State.  For  it 
Territory,  jg  evident  that  the  territorial  waters  are  as  much 
inseparable  appurtenances  of  the  land  as  are  the 
territorial  subsoil  and  atmosphere.  Only  pieces  of 
land  together  with  the  appurtenant  territorial  waters 
are  alienable  parts  of  territory.*  There  is,  however, 
one  exception  to  this,  since  boundary  waters  ^  may 
wholly  belong  to  one  of  the  riparian  States,  and  may 
therefore  be  transferred  through  cession  from  one  to 
the  other  riparian  State  without  the  bank  itself. 
But  it  is  obvious  that  this  is  only  an  apparent,  not  a 
real,  exception  to  the  rule  that  territorial  waters  are 
inseparable  appurtenances  of  the  land.  For  boundary 
waters  that  are  ceded  to  the  other  riparian  State 
remain  an  appurtenance  of  land,  although  they  are 
now  an  appurtenance  of  the  one  bank  only. 

^  See  below,  S  185.  *  See  bebw,  S  i99« 
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Qrotins,  11. 0. 2,  {{ i  i-i  s—Pnfendorf,  HI.  0. 3,{  8~-Vattel,  H.  {$  1 17, 1 28, 
129, 134 — Hall,  S  39— Westlake,  I.  pp.  142-159— Lawrence,  $  112 — 
Phiilimore,  1.  SS  125-151— Twiss,  I.  $  145— Halleok,  I.pp.  171-177 
— ^Taylor,  SS  233-241 — ^Walker,  S  16— Wharton,  I.  $  30— Wheaton, 
SS  192-205— Blimtsohli,  SS  314, 315— Hartmann,  S  58— HefiEter,  S  11 
— Garaiheodory  in  Holtzendorfi^  IL  p.  279-406 — GareiB,  S  20— 
Liszt,  SS  9  and  27 — Ullznann,  SS  76  and  94 — Bonfils,  Nos.  520-531 
— Despagnet,  Nos.  461-467— Pradier-Fod^r^,  II.  Nos.  688-755— 
Nys,!.  pp.  438-441 — Bivier,  I.  p.  142  andS  14— Oalvo,  I.  SS  302-340 
— ^Fiore,  IL  Nos.  755-776 — Martens,  1.  S  102,  II.  $  57 — Delavaud, 
"  Navigation . . .  snr  les  fleuves  intemationaux  *'  (1885) — Engehardt, 
**  Da  regime  oonventionnel  des  fleuves  intemationaux  "  (1879),  and 
"  Histoire  du  droit  fluvial  oonventionnel "  (1889)— Vemesco,  "  ^^8 
fleuves  en  droit  international  '*  (1888) — Orban,  "  £tude  sur  le  droit 
fluvial  international "  (1896). — Bergds,  "Du  regime  de  navigation 
des  fleuves  intemationaux  "  (1902). 

§  176.  Theory  and  practice  agree  upon  the  rule  Rivers 
that  rivers  are  part  of  the  territory  of  the  riparian  perty  o^ 
State.  CJonsequently,  if  a  river  lies  wholly,  that  is,  ^J^^ 
from  its  sources  to  its  mouth,  within  the  boundaries 
of  one  and  the  same  State,  such  State  owns  it  ex- 
clusively. As  such  rivers  are  under  the  sway  of  one 
State  only  and  exclusively,  they  are  named  "  national 
rivers."  Thus,  all  rivers  of  Great  Britain  are  national, 
and  so  are,  to  give  some  Continental  examples,  the 
Seine,  Loire,  and  Garonne,  which  are  French;  the 
Tiber,  which  is  Italian ;  the  Volga,  which  is  Bussian. 
But  many  rivers  do  not  run  through  the  land  of  one 
and  the  same  State  only,  whether  they  are  so-called 
"  boundary  rivers,"  that  is,  rivers  which  separate  two 
different  States  from  each  other,  or  whether  they  run 
through  several  States  and  are  therefore  named 
"  not-national  rivers."  Such  rivers  are  not  owned 
by  one  State  alone.    Boundary  rivers  belong  to  the 

VOL.   I.  Q 
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territory  of  the  States  they  separate,  the  boundary 
line  ^  running  either  through  the  middle  of  the  river 
or  through  the  middle  of  the  so-called  mid-channel 
of  the  river.  And  rivers  which  run  through  several 
States  belong  to  the  territories  of  the  States  con- 
cerned ;  each  State  owns  that  part  of  the  river  which 
runs  through  its  territory. 

There  is,  however,  another  group  of  rivers  to  be 
mentioned,  which  comprises  all  such  rivers  as  are 
navigable  from  the  Open  Sea  and  at  the  same  time 
either  separate  or  pass  through  several  States  between 
their  sources  and  their  mouths.     Such  rivers,  too, 
belong  to  the  territory  of  the  different  States  con- 
cerned, but  they  are  nevertheless  named  '^  interna- 
tional rivers,^'  because  freedom  of  navigation  in  time 
of  peace  on  all  of  those  rivers  in  Europe  and  on 
many  of  them  outside  Europe  for  merchantmen  of  all 
nations  is  recognised  by  International  Law. 
Naviga-         ^  ^77-  There  is  no  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  in 
tionon      existence  which  grants  foreign  States  the  right  of 
Boundary,  admittance  of  their  pubhc  or  private  vessels  to  navi- 
^ti^    gation  on  national  rivers.     In  the  absence  of  com- 
BiYere.      mercial  or  other  treaties  granting  such  a  right,  every 
State  can  exclude  foreign  vessels  from  its  national 
rivers  or  admit  them  under  certain  conditions  only, 
such  as  the  payment  of  a  due  and  the  like.    The 
teaching  of  Grotius  (IE.  c.  2,  §  1 2)  that  innocent  passage 
through  rivers  must  be  granted  has  not  been  recog- 
nised by  the  practice  of  the  States,  and  Bluntschli's 
assertion  (§314)  that  such  rivers  as  are  navigable  from 
the  Open  Sea  must  in  time  of  peace  be  open  to  vessels 
of  all  nations,  is  at  best  an  anticipation  of  a  future 
rule  of  Intemational  Law  which  does  not  as  yet  exist. 
As  regards  boundary  rivers  and  rivers  running 

^  See  below,  $  199. 
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through  several  States,  the  riparian  States  can  regu- 
late navigation  on  such  parts  of  these  rivers  as  they 
own,  and  they  can  certainly  exclude  vessels  of  non- 
riparian  States  altogether  unless  prevented  therefrom 
by  virtue  of  special  treaties. 

§  178.  Whereas  there  is  certainly  no  recognised  Naviga- 
principle  of  free  navigation  on  national,  boundary,  inter, 
and  not-national  rivers,  a  movement  for  the  recog-  ^^^ 
nition  of  free  navigation  on  international  rivers 
set  in  at  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth  century. 
Until  the  French  Bevolution  towards  the  end  of  the 
eighteenth  century,  the  riparian  States  of  such  rivers 
as  are  now  called  international  rivers  could,  in  the 
absence  of  special  treaties,  exclude  foreign  vessels 
altogether  from  those  parts  of  the  rivers  which  run 
through  their  territory,  or  admit  them  under  dis- 
cretionary conditions.  Thus,  the  river  Scheldt  was 
wholly  shut  up  in  favour  of  the  Netherlands  accord- 
ing to  article  14  of  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Munster  of 
1 648  between  the  Netherlands  and  Spain.  The  de- 
velopment of  things  in  the  contrary  direction  begins 
with  a  Decree  of  the  French  Convention,  dated 
November  16,  1792,  which  opens  the  rivers  Scheldt 
and  Meuse  to  the  vessels  of  all  riparian  States.  But 
it  was  not  until  the  Vienna  Congress  ^  in  1 8 1 5  that 
the  principle  of  free  navigation  on  the  international 
rivers  of  Europe  by  merchantmen  of  not  only  the 
riparian  but  of  all  States  was  proclaimed.  The  Con- 
gress itself  realised  theoretically  that  principle  in 
making  arrangements  2  for  free  navigation  on  the 
rivers  Scheldt,  Meuse,  Ehine,  and  on  the  navigable 
tributaries  of  the  latter — namely,  the  rivers  Neckar, 

^  ArtideB  108-117  of  the  Final  '  <*  Bdglements  pptir  la  libre 
Aet  of  tJie  Vienna  Congress.  (See  navigation  des  rivieres."  See 
Martens,  N.B.,  II.  p.  427.)  Martens,  N.B.  II.  p.  434. 

«2 
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Maine,  and  Moselle — although  more  than  fifty 
years  elapsed  before  the  principle  became  realised 
in  practice. 

The  next  step  was  taken  by  the  Peace  Treaty 
of  Paris  of  1856,  which  by  its  article  15^  stipu- 
lated free  navigation  on  the  Danube  and  expressly 
declared  the  principle  of  the  Vienna  Congress  regard- 
ing free  navigation  on  international  rivers  for  mer- 
chantmen of  all  nations  as  apart  of  ^^  European  Public 
Law."  A  special  international  organ  for  the  regula- 
tion of  navigation  on  the  Danube  was  created,  the 
so-called  European  Danube  Commission. 

A  further  development  took  place  at  the  Congo 
Conference  at  Berlin  in  1884-85,  since  the  General 
Act  ^  of  this  Conference  stipulated  free  navigation  on 
the  rivers  Congo  and  Niger  and  their  tributaries,  and 
created  the  so-called  ^^  International  Congo  Com- 
mission" as  a  special  international  organ  for  the 
regulation  of  the  navigation  of  the  said  rivers. 

Side  by  side  with  these  general  treaties,  which 
recognise  free  navigation  on  international  rivers, 
stand  treaties^  of  several  South  American  States 
with  other  States  concerning  free  navigation  for 
merchantmen  of  all  nations  on  a  number  of  South 
American  rivers.  And  the  Arbitration  Court  in  the 
case  of  the  boundary  dispute  between  Great  Britain 
and  Venezuela  decided  in  1903  in  favour  of  free 
navigation  for  merchantmen  of  all  nations  on  the 
rivers  Amakourou  and  Barima. 

Thus  the  principle  of  free  navigation  which  is  a 
settled  fact  as  regards  all  European  and  some  African 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.  XV.  p.  navigation   da    Danube,    Berlin, 

776.    The  doonments  conoeming  1904. 

navigation   on    the  Danube    are  *  See  Martens,  K.B.G.,  snd  ser. 

colleeted  by  Stnrdza,  Becueil  de  X.  p.  417. 

documents  relatils  &  la  liberty  de  *  See  Taylor,  S  238. 
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international  rivers,  becomes  more  and  more  extended 
over  all  other  international  rivers  of  the  world.  But 
when  several  writers  maintain  that  free  navigation 
on  all  international  rivers  of  the  world  is  already 
a  recognised  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  they 
are  decidedly  wrong,  although  such  a  universal  rule 
wiU  certainly  be  proclaimed  in  the  future.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  as  regards  the  South  American 
rivers  the  principle  is  recognised  by  treaties  between 
a  small  number  of  Powers  only.  And  there  are 
examples  which  show  that  the  principle  is  not  yet 
universally  recognised.  Thus  by  article  4  of  the 
Treaty  of  Washington  of  1854  between  Great  Britain 
and  the  United  States  the  former  grants  to  vessels  of 
the  latter  free  navigation  on  the  river  St.  Lawrence 
as  a  revocable  privilege,  and  article  26  of  the  Treaty 
of  Washington  of  1871  stipulates  for  vessels  of  the 
United  States,  but  not  for  vessels ,  of  other  nations, 
free  navigation  "  for  ever  "  on  the  same  river.^ 

I  should  mention  that  the  Institute  of  International 
Law  at  its  meeting  at  Heidelberg  in  1 888  adopted  a 
Projet  de  mghmmt  international  de  navigatimfluvi<^? 
which  comprises  forty  articles. 

^  See  Whartoiii  pp.  81-^3,  and       '  See  Annnaire,  IX.  p.  182. 
HaQ,S39. 
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IV 

Lakes  and  Land-locked  Seas. 

Vattel,  L  S  294— Hall,  S  38—Phillimore,  I.  $S  205-205A— Twta,  I. 
{  181— Halleok,  I.  p.  17a— BluntBohli,  {  316 — Harfcmftzm,  {  58 — 
Hefflber,  {  77— Gftntheodory  in  Holtzendorff,  IL  pp.  378-385 — 
Gareis,  {f  20-21 — Liszt,  S  9— Ullmann,  SS  jj  and  94— Bonfile 
Nos.  495-505— Despagnet,  No.  416— Pradier-Fod^^,  11.  Nos.  640- 
649— NyB,  I.  pp.  447-450— Calvo,  I.  {f  301,  373,  383— Kore,  II. 
Nob.  811-813 — Martens,  I.  {  100— Bivier,  I.  pp.  143-145,  230 — 
Misoheff,  **  La  Mer  Noire  et  lee  d^troite  de  Constantinople  '*  (1901). 

Lakes  and  §  179-  Theory  and  practice  agree  upon  the  rule 
1^^  that  Buch  lakes  and  land-locked  seas  as  are  entirely 
seas  state  euclosed  by  the  land  of  one  and  the  same  State  are 
of  ^  part  of  the  territory  of  this  State.  Thus  the  Dead 
g2J^  Sea  in  Palestine  is  Turkish,  the  Sea  of  Aral  is 
Eussian,  the  Lake  of  Como  is  Italian  territory. 
As  regards,  however,  such  lakes  and  land-locked 
seas  as  are  surrounded  by  the  territories  of  several 
States,  no  unanimity  exists.  The  majority  of  writers 
consider  these  lakes  and  land-locked  seas  parts 
of  the  surrounding  territories,  but  several^  dissent, 
asserting  that  these  lakes  and  seas  do  not  belong 
to  the  riparian  States,  but  are  free  like  the  Open 
Sea.  The  practice  of  the  States  seems  to  favour  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  writers,  for  special  treaties 
frequently  arrange  what  portions  of  such  lakes  and 
seas  belong  to  the  riparian  States.  Examples  are : — 
The  Lake  of  Constance,  which  is  surrounded  by  the 
territories  of  Germany  (Baden,  Wtlrtemberg,  Bavaria), 
Austria,  and  Switzerland  (Thurgau  and  St.  Gall); 
the  Lake  of  Geneva,  which  belongs  to  Switzerland  and 
France;  the  Lakes  of  Huron,  Erie,  and  Ontario, 
which    belong  to  British    Canada  and  the  United 

^  See,  for  instanee,  Calvo,  I.  {  301 ;  Caratheodory  in  Holtsendorff, 
II.  p.  378. 
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States ;  the  Caspian  Sea,  which  belongs  to  Persia  and 
Bussia.^ 

§  180.  In    analogy  with    so-called    international  So-oaiied 
rivers,  such  lakes  and  land-locked  seas  as  are  sur-  national 
rounded  by  the  territories  of  several  States  and  are  ^^  ^^ 
at  the  same  time  navigable  from  the  Open  Sea,  are  looked 
called   "international  lakes  and  land-locked  seas."    **"* 
However,  although  some  writers  ^  dissent,  it  must  be 
emphasised  that  hitherto  the  Law  of  Nations  has  not 
yet  recognised  the  principle  of  free  navigation  on 
such  lakes  and  seas.    The  only  case  in  which  such 
free  navigation  is  stipulated  is  that  of  the  lakes 
within  the  Congo  district.^    But  there  is  no  doubt 
that  in  a  near  future  this  principle  will  be  recognised, 
and  practically  aU  so-caUed  international  lakes  and 
land-locked  seas  are  actually  open  to  merchantmen  of 
all  nations.    Good  examples  of  such  international 
lakes  and  land-locked  seas  are  the  fore-named  lakes  of 
Huron,  Erie,  and  Ontario. 

§  181.  It  is  of  interest  to  give  some  details  regard-  TheBiaok 
ing  the  Black  Sea.  This  is  a  land-locked  sea  which  ^ 
was  undoubtedly  whoUy  a  part  of  Turkish  territory 
as  long  as  the  enclosing  land  wm  Turkish  only,  and 
as  long  as  the  Bosphorus  and  the  Dardanelles,  the 
approach  to  the  Black  Sea,  which  are  exclusively 
part  of  Turkish  territory,  were  not  open  for  merchant- 
men of  all  nations.  But  matters  have  changed 
through  Eussia,  Boumania,  and  Bulgaria  having 
become  riparian  States.  It  would  be  wrong  to  main- 
tain that  now  the  Black  Sea  belongs  to  the  territories 

^  Bnt  the  Caspian  Sea  18  almost  230;   CaraUieodory  in   Holtzen- 

entirelv   under   Bnssian   oontrol  dorff^  II.  p.  378 ;  Oalyo,  I.  {  301. 
throng^    the     two     treaties     of       *  Article    15    of    the   Graieral 

QxQistan  (18 13)  and  Tonrkmant-  Act   of    the    Congo   Oonfecenoe. 

schai  (1828).     (See  Rivier,  I.  p.  (See  Martens,  K.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  X. 

144,  and  Phillimore,  I.  {  205.)  p.  417.) 

'  See,  for  instance,  Bivier,  I.  p. 
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of  the  four  States,  for  the  Bosphoms  and  the 
Dardanelles,  although  belonging  to  Turkish  territory, 
are  nevertheless  parts  of  the  Mediterranean  Sea,  and 
are  now  open  to  merchantmen  of  all  nations.  The 
Black  Sea  is  consequently  now  part  of  the  Open  Sea  ^ 
and  is  not  the  property  of  any  State.  Article  1 1  of 
the  Peace  Treaty  of  Paris,^  1 856,  neutralised  the  Black 
Sea,  declared  it  open  to  merchantmen  of  all  nations, 
but  interdicted  it  to  men-of-war  of  the  riparian  as  well 
as  of  other  States,  admitting  only  a  few  Turkish  and 
Eussian  public  vessels  for  the  service  of  their  coasts. 
But  although  the  neutralisation  was  stipulated  '^  form- 
ally and  in  perpetuity,"  it  lasted  only  till  1870.  In 
that  year,  during  the  Franco-German  war,  Eussia 
shook  off  the  restrictions  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  and 
the  Powers  assembled  at  the  Conference  of  London 
signed  on  March  13,  1871,  the  Treaty  of  Lon- 
don,^ by  which  the  neutralisation  of  the  Black 
Sea  and  the  exclusion  of  men-of-war  therefrom  were 
abolished.  But  the  right  of  the  Porte  to  forbid 
foreign  men-of-war  passage  through  the  Dardanelles 
and  the  Bosphorus  ^  was  upheld  by  that  treaty,  as 
was  also  free  navigation  for  merchantmen  of  all 
nations  on  the  Black  Sea. 

1  See  below,  {  252.  >  See  Martens,  N.B.G.  XVIIL 

*  See  Martens,  K.R0.  XV.  p.    p.  303. 
775.  ^  See  below,  S  197. 
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V 
Canals 

WesUakO)  I.  pp.  320-331 — ^Lawrence,}  no,  and  Kssaysi  pp.  41-162 
— Phillimore,  L-fJ  399  and  207 — Caratheodory  in  Holtzendorff,  11. 
pp.  386-405 — Liszt,  S  27 — Ullmann,  {  95 — Bonfik,  Nos.  51 1-5 15 — 
Pradier-Fod^p^,  n.  Nos.  658-660— Nys,  L  pp.  475-495— Rivier, 
L  S  16— Oalvo,  I.SS  376-380— Martens,  IL  f  59— Sir  Travers  Twiss 
inR.L  VIL  (1875),  P-  682,  XTV.  (1882)  p.  572, XVIL  (1885),  p.  61 5— 
Holland,  Stndies,  pp.  270-298— Asser  in  B.I.  XX.  (1888},  p.  529 
— Bnstamante  in  B.L  XXVII.  (1895),  P*  112— Bossignol,  *<Le 
Canal  de  Snez  '*  ( 1 898) — Camand, "  Etude  but  le  regime  juridiqne  da 
Canal  de  Suez  "  (1899) — Charles-Botix,  ''L'isthme  et  le  canal  de 
Snez  "  (1901). 

§  182.  That  canals  are  parts  of  the  territories  of  Canals 
the  respective  territorial  States  is  obvious  from  the  perty  ©t  ^ 
fact  that  they  are  artificially  constructed  waterways,  g^t^^ 
And  there  ought  to  be  no  doubt  ^  that  all  the  rules 
regarding  rivers  must  analogously  be  applied  to 
canals.  The  matter  needs  no  special  mention  at  all 
were  it  not  for  the  interoceanic  canals  which  have 
been  constructed  during  the  second  half  of  the 
nineteenth  century  or  are  contemplated  in  the 
future.  And  as  regards  one  of  these,  the  Emperor 
William  Canal,  which  connects  the  Baltic  with  the 
North  Sea,  there  is  nothing  to  be  said  but  that  it 
is  a  canal  made  mainly  for  strategic  purposes  by  the 
German  Empire  entirely  through  German  territory. 
Although  Germany  keeps  it  open  for  navigation 
to  vessels  of  all  other  nations,  she  exclusively 
controls  the  navigation  thereof,  and  can  at  any 
moment  exclude  foreign  vessels  at  discretion,  or  admit 
them  upon  any  conditions  she  likes,  apart  from  special 
treaty  arrangements  to  the  contrary. 

^  See,  however,  Holland,  Studies,  p.  278. 
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TheSoea  §  ^^3"  ^^  ^^y  ^^^^^  interoceaiiic  canal  in  exist- 
Canai.  ence  is  that  of  Suez,  which  connects  the  Eed  Sea 
with  the  Mediterranean.  Abeady  in  1838  Prince 
Mettemich  gave  his  opinion  that  such  a  canal,  if 
ever  made,  ought  to  become  neutralised  by  an  inter- 
national treaty  of  the  Powers.  When,  in  1 869,  the 
Suez  Canal  was  opened,  jurists  and  diplomatists 
at  once  discussed  what  means  could  be  found  to 
secure  free  navigation  upon  it  for  vessels  of  aU  kinds 
and  all  nations  in  time  of  peace  as  well  as  of  war.  In 
1875  Sir  Travers  Twiss^  proposed  the  neutralisation 
of  the  canal,  and  in  1879  the  Institute  of  Interna- 
tional Law  gave  its  vote  ^  in  favour  of  the  protection 
of  free  navigation  on  the  caual  by  an  international 
treaty.  In  1883  Great  Britain  proposed  an  inter- 
national conference  to  the  Powers  for  the  purpose  of 
neutralising  the  canal,  but  it  took  several  years 
until  an  agreement  was  actualised.  This  was  done 
by  the  Convention  of  Constantinople  ^  of  October  29, 
1888,  between  Great  Britain,  Austria-Hungary, 
France,  Germany,  Holland,  Italy,  Spain,  Eussia,  and 


^  See  B.I.  Vn.  pp.  682-694.  Morooco   signed   at   London  on 

'  See  Annoaire,  m.  and  IV.  April  8,  1904,  by  Great  Britain 

vol.  I.  p.  349.  and  France    (see  Parliamentary 

'  See    Martens,    N.B.G.,    2nd  Papers,  France,  No.  i  (1904)*  P*  9)i 

ser.  XV.  p.  557.  It  mnst,  howeyer,  has  done  away  with  this  reserva- 

be  mentioned  that  Great  Britun  tion,  since  it  stipulates  the  fol- 

is  a  party  to  the  Convention  of  lowing : — '*  In  order  to  ensure  the 

Constantinople  under  the  reserva-  free  passage  of  the  Sues  Canal, 

tion  that  its  terms  shall  not  be  His  Britannic  Majesty's  Govern- 

brought  into  operation  in  so  far  ment  declare  that  they  adhere  to 

as  they  would  not  be  compatible  the  stipulations  of  the  Treaty  of 

with  the  transitory  and  exceptional  October  29,  1888,  and  that  tiiey 

condition  in  which  Egypt  is  put  ^ee  to  their  being  put  in  force, 

for  the  time  beinff  in  consequence  The  free  passage  of  ue  canal  being 

of  her  occupation  by  British  forces,  thus  guaranteed,  the  execution  of 

and  in  so  far  as  they  might  fetter  the  last  sentence  of  paragraph  i 

tiie  liberty  of  action  of  the  British  as  well  as  of  paragraph  2  of  article 

Government  duringthe  occupation  8  of  that  treaty  wul  remain  in 

of  Egypt.     But  article  6  of  tiie  abeyance.*'  (See  Holland,  Studies, 

Declaration  respecting  Egypt  and  p.  293,  and  Westlake,  I.  p.  328.) 
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Turkey.  This  treaty  comprises  seventeen  articles, 
whose  more  important  stipulations  are  the  fol- 
lowing:— 

(i)  The  canal  is  open  in  time  of  peace  as  well  as 
of  war  to  merchantmen  and  men-of-war  of  all  nations. 
No  attempt  to  restrict  this  free  usage  of  the  canal  is 
allowed  in  time  either  of  peace  or  of  war.  The 
canal  can  never  be  blockaded  (article  i ). 

(2)  In  time  of  war,  even  if  Turkey  is  a  belligerent, 
no  act  of  hostility  is  allowed  either  inside  the  canal 
itself  or  within  three  sea  miles  from  its  ports.  Men- 
of-war  of  the  belligerents  have  to  pass  through  the 
canal  without  delay.  They  may  not  stay  longer 
than  twenty-four  hours,  a  case  of  absolute  necessity 
excepted,  within  the  harbours  of  Port  Said  and  Suez, 
and  twenty-four  hours  must  intervene  between  the 
departure  from  those  harbours  of  a  belligerent  man- 
of-war  and  a  vessel  of  the  enemy.  Troops,  muni- 
tions, and  other  war  material  may  neither  be  shipped 
nor  unshipped  within  the  canal  and  its  harbours. 
All  rules  regarding  beUigerents  men-of-war  are  like- 
wise valid  for  their  prizes  (articles  4,  5,  6). 

(3)  No  men-of-war  are  allowed  to  be  stationed 
inside  the  canal,  but  each  Power  may  station  two 
men-of-war  in  the  harbours  of  Port  Said  and  Suez. 
Belligerents,  however,  are  not  allowed  to  station 
men-of-war  in  these  harbours  (article  7).  No 
permanent  fortifications  are  allowed  in  the  canal 
(article  2). 

(4)  It  is  the  task  of  Egypt  to  secure  the  carrying 
out  of  the  stipulated  rules,  but  the  consuls  of  the 
Powers  in  £^ypt  are  charged  to  watch  the  execution 
of  these  rules  (articles  8  and  9). 

(5)  The  signatory  Powers  are  obliged  to  notify  the 
treaty  to  others  and  to  invite  them  to  accede  thereto 
(article  16). 


236  STATE  TERRITORY 

The  §  184.  Already  in    1850  Ghreat  Britain  and  the 

c^^*  United  States  in  the  Qayton-Bulwer  Treaty^  of 
Washington  had  stipulated  free  navigation  and  neutra- 
lisation of  a  canal  between  the  Pacific  and  the 
Atlantic  Ocean  proposed  to  be  constructed  by  the 
way  of  the  river  St.  Juan  de  Nicaragua  and  either  or 
both  of  the  lakes  of  Nicaragua  and  Managua.  In 
1 88 1  the  building  of  a  canal  through  the  Isthmus  of 
Panama  was  taken  in  hand,  but  in  1 888  the  works 
were  stopped  in  consequence  of  the  financial  collapse 
of  the  Company  undertaking  its  construction.  After 
this  the  United  States  came  back  to  the  old  project 
of  a  canal  by  the  way  of  the  river  St.  Juan  de 
Nicaragua.  For  the  eventuality  of  the  completion 
of  this  canal,  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 
signed,  on  February  5,  1900,  the  Convention  of 
Washington,  which  stipulated  free  navigation  on  and 
neutraUsation  of  the  proposed  canal  in  analogy  with 
the  Convention  of  Constantinople,  1888,  regarding 
the  Suez  Canal,  but  ratification  was  refused  by  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States.  In  the  following  year, 
however,  on  November  18,  1901,  another  treaty 
was  signed  and  afterwards  ratified.  This  so-called 
Hay-Pauncefote  Treaty  applies  to  a  canal  between 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans  by  whatever  route 
may  be  considered  expedient,  and  its  five  articles 
are  the  following : — 

Article  i 

The  High  Contracting  Parties  agree  that  the  present 
Treaty  shall  supersede  the  aforementioned  Convention  of 
April  19,  1850. 


^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.  XV.  p.    to  a  propoeed  Qanal  through  the 
187.      According  to  its  article  8    Isthmus  of  Panama, 
this  treaty  was  also  to  be  applied 
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Article  2 

It  is  agreed  that  the  canal  may  be  constructed  under 
the  auspices  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
either  directly  at  its  own  cost,  or  by  gift  or  loan  of  money 
to  individuals  or  corporations,  or  through  subscription  to 
or  purchase  of  stock  or  shares,  and  that,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  present  Treaty,  the  said  Gtovemment 
shall  have  and  enjoy  all  the  rights  incident  to  such  con- 
struction, as  well  as  the  exclusive  right  of  providing  for 
the  regulation  and  management  of  the  canal. 

Article  3 

The  United  States  adopts,  as  the  basis  of  the  neutralisa- 
tion of  such  ship  canal,  the  following  Bules,  substantially 
as  embodied  in  the  Convention  of  Constantinople,  signed 
October  29,  1888,  for  the  free  navigation  of  the  Suez 
Canal,  that  is  to  say : — 

1.  The  canal  shall  be  free  and  open  to  the  vessels  of 
conmierce  and  of  war  of  all  nations  observing  these 
Bules,  on  terms  of  entire  equality,  so  that  there  shall  be 
no  discrimination  against  any  such  nation,  or  its  citizens 
or  subjects,  in  respect  of  the  conditions  or  charges  of 
traffic,  or  otherwise.  Such  conditions  and  charges  of 
traffic  shall  be  just  and  equitable. 

2.  The  canal  shall  never  be  blockaded,  nor  shall  any 
right  of  war  be  exercised  or  any  act  of  hostility  be 
committed  within  it.  The  United  States,  however,  shall 
be  at  liberty  to  maintain  such  military  police  along  the 
canal  as  may  be  necessary  to  protect  it  against  lawlessness 
and  disorder. 

3.  Vessels  of  war  of  a  belligerent  shall  not  revictual 
nor  take  any  stores  in  the  canal  except  so  far  as  may  be 
strictly  necessary ;  and  the  transit  of  such  vessels  through 
the  canal  shall  be  effected  with  the  least  possible  delay  in 
accordance  with  the  regulations  in  force,  and  with  only 
such  intermission  as  may  result  from  the  necessities  of 
the  service. 

Prizes  shall  be  in  all  respects  subject  to  the  same  rules 
as  vessels  of  war  of  belligerents. 
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4.  No  belligerent  shall  embaxk  or  disembark  troops, 
munitions  of  war,  or  warlike  materials  in  the  canal, 
except  in  case  of  accidental  hindrance  of  the  transit,  and 
in  such  case  the  transit  shall  be  resumed  with  all  possible 
despatch. 

5.  The  provisions  of  this  article  shall  apply  to  waters 
adjacent  to  the  canal,  within  three  marine  miles  of 
either  end.  Vessels  of  war  of  a  belligerent  shall  not 
remain  in  such  waters  longer  than  twenty-four  hours  at 
any  one  time  except  in  case  of  distress,  and  in  such  case 
shall  depart  as  soon  as  possible;  but  a  vessel  of  war 
of  one  belligerent  shall  not  depart  within  twenty-four 
hours  from  the  departure  of  a  vessel  of  war  of  the  other 
belligerent. 

6.  The  plant,  estabhshments,  buildings,  and  all  works 
necessary  to  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation 
of  the  canal  shall  be  deemed  to  be  part  thereof,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Treaty,  and  in  time  of  war,  as  in  time  of 
peace,  shall  enjoy  complete  immunity  from  attack  or 
injury  by  belligerents,  and  from  acts  calculated  to  impair 
their  usefulness  as  part  of  the  canal. 

Article  4 

It  is  agreed  that  no  change  of  territorial  sovereignty  or 
of  the  international  relations  of  the  country  or  countries 
traversed  by  the  before-mentioned  canal  shall  affect  the 
general  principle  of  neutralisation  or  the  obligation  of  the 
high  contracting  parties  under  the  present  Treaty. 

Article  5 

The  present  Treaty  shall  be  ratified  by  his  Britannic 
Majesty  and  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  thereof ; 
and  the  ratifications  shall  be  exchanged  at  Washington 
or  at  London  at  the  earliest  possible  time  within  six 
months  from  the  date  hereof. 

In  faith  whereof  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have 
signed  this  Treaty  and  thereunto  afiSxed  their  seals. 
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Done  in   duplicate    at   Washington,  the   i8th    day  of 
November,  in  the  year  of  Our  Lord  1901. 

(Seal)        Paitkcefote. 

(Seal)        John  Hay. 

On  November  18,  1903,  a  treaty  was  concluded 
betv^een  the  United  States  and  the  new  Bepublic  of 
Panama  according  to  which  Panama  ceded  to  the 
United  States  the  land  required  for  the  construction 
of  a  canal  between  (]!olon  and  Panama,  and,  further, 
the  land  on  both  sides  of  the  canal  to  the  extent  of 
five  miles  on  either  side.^ 


VI 
Maritime  Belt 


Grotius,  n.  0.  3  S  13— Vattel,  I.  JS  287-290— Hall,  SJ  41-42— Weetlake, 
I.  pp.  183-192 — ^Lawrenee,  $  107 — ^Phillimore,  L  J5  197-201— Twiss, 
I.  JS  i44i  190-192— Halleok,  L  pp.  157-167— Taylor,  §§  247-250— 
Walker,  S  17— Wharton,  J  32— Wheaton,  SS  177-180— Bluntschli, 
fj  302,  309-310— Hartmann,  J  58— Heffter,  §  75 — Stoerk  in 
Holtzendorfi^  II.  pp.  409-449 — Gards,  f  21 — Idazt,  $  9 — UUmann, 
{  76 — ^Bonfils,  N08.  491-494 — ^Despagnet,  Nos.  417-423 — Pradier- 
Fod^r^,  n.  Nob.  617-639 — Ny8,I.  pp.  496-520 — Bivier,  I.  pp.  145- 
153— Calvo,  I.  $J  353-362— Fiore,  II.  Nob.  801-809— Martens,  I. 
S  99 — ^Bynkershoek,  **  De  dominio  mariB  "  and  "  Qnaestiones  juris 
pnblioi,"  1. 0. 8 — Ortolan,  **  Diplomatie  de  la  mer  "  ( 1 856),  I.  pp.  1 50- 
175 — Heilbom,  System,  pp.  37-57 — Imbart-Latonr,  "La  mer 
territoriale,  ete.*'  (1889)— Godey,  <'La  mer  o6ti^"  (1896)— 
Schtloking, "  Das  Etlstenmeer  im  intemationalen  Becht  '*  (1897) 
— Perels,  S  5* 

§  185.  Maritime  belt  is  that  part  of  the  sea  which,  state  Pro- 
in  contradistinction  to  the  Open  Sea,  is  under  the  fSrit^e 
sway  of  the  riparian  States.      But  no  unanimity  Beit  con- 
exists  with  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  sway  of  the 
riparian  States.     Many  writers  maintain  that  such 
sway  is  sovereignty,  that  the  maritime  belt  is  a  part 

^  See  Martens,  N.  B.  G.  2nd  ser.  xxxi.  p.  599. 
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of  the  territory  of  the  riparian  State,  and  that  the 
territorial  supremacy  of  the  latter  extends  over  its 
coast  waters.  Whereas  it  is  nowadays  universally 
recognised  that  the  Open  Sea  cannot  be  State  pro- 
perty, such  part  of  the  sea  as  makes  the  coast  waters 
would,  according  to  the  opinion  of  these  writers, 
actually  be  the  State  property  of  the  riparian  States, 
although  foreign  States  have  a  right  of  innocent 
passage  of  their  merchantmen  through  the  coast 
waters. 

On  the  other  hand,  many  writers  of  great  authority 
emphatically  deny  the  territorial  character  of  the 
maritime  belt  and  concede  to  the  riparian  States,  in 
the  interest  of  the  safety  of  the  coast,  only  certain 
powers  of  control,  jurisdiction,  police,  and  the  like, 
but  not  sovereignty. 

This  is  surely  erroneous,  since  the  real  facts  of 

international    life  would  seem    to  agree  with  the 

first-mentioned  opinion  only.     Its  supporters  rightly 

maintain  ^  that  the  universally  recognised  fact  of  the 

exclusive  right  of  the  riparian  State  to  appropriate 

the  natural  products  of  the  sea  in  the  coast  waters, 

especially  the  use  of  the  fishery  therein,  can  coincide 

only  with  the  territorial  character  of  the  maritime 

belt.    The  argument  of  their  opponents  that,  if  the 

belt  is  to  be  considered  a  part  of  State  territory, 

every  riparian  State  must  have  the  right  to  sell  and 

exchange  its  coast  waters,  can  properly  be  met  by 

the  statement  th^t  territorial  waters  of  all  kinds  are 

inalienable  appurtenances  ^  of  the  riparian  States. 

§  1 86.  Be  that  as  it  may,  the  question  arises  how 

^  Hall,  p.  158.    The  question  is  hoek's  (De  Dominio  Maris,  0.  5) 

treated  with  great  clearness  by  opinion  that  a  riparian  State  can 

Heilbom,  System,  pp.  37-ST9  <uia  alienate  its  maritime  belt  without 

Sohllcking,  pp.  14-20.  the  coast  itself,  is  at  tiie  present 

*  See  above,  S  175.  Bynkers-  day  untenable. 
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far  into  the  sea  those  waters  extend  which  are  coast  Breadth  of 
waters   and  are  therefore  under  the  sway  of  the  Beit. 
riparian  State.     Here,  too,  no  unanimity  exists  upon 
either  the   starting  line  of  the  belt  on  the  coast  or 
the  breadth  itself  of  the  belt  from  such  starting 
line. 

(i)  Whereas  the  starting  line  is  sometimes  drawn 
along  high-water  mark,  many  writers  draw  it  along 
low-water  mark.  Others  draw  it  along  the  depths 
where  the  witters  cease  to  be  navigable ;  others  again 
along  those  depths  where  coast  batteries  can  still 
"  be  erected,  and  so  on.^  But  the  number  of  those 
who  draw  it  along  low-water  mark  is  increasing. 
The  Institute  of  International  Law^  has  voted  in 
favour  of  this  starting  line,  and  many  treaties  stipu- 
late  the  same. 

(2)  With  regard  to  the  breadth  of  the  maritime 
belt  various  opinions  have  in  former  times  been  held, 
and  very  exorbitant  claims  have  been  advanced  by 
different  States.  And  although  Bynkershoek's  rule 
that  terras  potesfas  Jinitur  ubifinitur  armorum  vis  is 
now  generally  recognised  by  theory  and  practice, 
and  consequently  a  belt  of  such  breadth  is  con- 
sidered under  the  sway  »f  the  riparian  State  as  is 
within  effective  range  of  the  shore  batteries,  there  is 
still  no  unanimity  on  account  of  the  fact  that  such 
range  is  day  by  day  increasing.  Since  at  the  end  of 
the  eighteenth  century  the  range  of  artillery  was 
about  three  miles,  or  one  marine  league,  that  distance 
became  generally  recognised  as  the  breadth  of  the 
maritime  belt.  But  no  sooner  was  ia  common  doctrine 
originated  than  the  range  of  projectiles  increased  with 
the  manufacture  of  heavier  guns.  And  although 
many  States  in  Municipal  Laws  and  International 

^  See  Schtioking,  p.  13.  *  See  Annnaire,  XIII.  p.  329. 
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Treaties  still  adhere  to  a  breadth  of   one  marine 

league,  the  time  will  come  when  by  a  common 

agreement  of  the  States  such  breadth  will  be  very 

\  much  extended.^      As  regards  Great  Britain,  the 

Territorial  Waters  Jurisdiction  Act^  of  1878  (41  and 

42  Vict.  c.  73)  specially  recognises  the  extent  of  the 

territorial  maritime  belt  as  three  miles,  or  one  marine 

league,  measured  from  the  low-water  mark  of  the  coast. 

Fisheries,       §1^7.  Theory  and  practice  agree  that  the  riparian 

j^JJ^Vj  State  can  exclusively  reserve  the  fishery  within  the 

Maritime    maritime  belt^  for  its  own  subjects,  whether  fish 

moniais     or  pearls  or  amber  or  other  products  of  the  sea  are 

^^  *^*  in  consideration. 

It  is  likewise  agreed  that  the  riparian  State  can,  in 
the  absence  of  special  treaties  to  the  contrary,  exclude 
foreign  vessels  from  navigation  and  trade  along  the 
coast,  the  so-called  cabotage,  and  reserve  this  cabotage 
exclusively  for  its  own  vessels. 

Again,  it  is  agreed  that  the  riparian  State  exclu- 
sively exercises  police  and  control  within  its  maritime 
belt  in  the  interest  of  its  custom-house  duties,  the 
secrecy  of  its  coast  fortifications,  and  the  like.  Thus 
foreign  vessels  can  be  ordered  to  take  certain  routes 
and  to  avoid  others. 

And  it  is,  lastly,  agreed  that  the  riparian  State 
can  make  laws  and  regulations  regarding  maritime 
ceremonials  to  be  observed  by  such  foreign  merchant- 
men as  enter  its  territorial  maritime  belt.^ 

§  188.  Although  the  maritime  belt  is  a  portion  of 

^  The  Institute  of  International  purpose  of  fishery  a  three  mfles 

Law  has  voted  in  favour  of  six  wide    territorial  maritime   belt 

miles,  or  two  marine  leagues,  as  See,  for   instance,   article    i   of 

the    breadth    of   the   bdt.    See  the  Ebbgue  Convention  oonoeming 

Annuaire,  XIII.  p.  328.  polioe  and  fishery  in  the  North 

'  See  above,  f  25,  and  Maine,  Sea  of  May  6, 1882.    (Martens, 

p.  39.  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  IX.  p.  556.) 

*  All  treaties  stipulate  for  the  *  See  Twiss,  I.  $  194. 
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the  territory  of  the  riparian  State  and  therefore  Nftviga. 
under  the  absolute  territorial  supremacy  of  such  ^i^the 
State,  the  belt  is  nevertheless,  according  to  the  ^®^*- 
practice  of  all  the  States,  open  to  merchantmen  of  all 
nations  for  inoffensive  navigation,  cabotage  excepted. 
And  it  is  the  common  conviction^  that  every  State 
has  by  customary  International  Law  the  right  to 
demand  that  in  time  of  peace  its  merchantmen  may 
inoffensively  pass  through  the  territorial  maritime 
belt  of  every  other  State.  Such  right  is  correctly 
said  to  be  a  consequence  of  the  freedom  of  the  Open 
Sea,  for  without  this  right  navigation  on  the  Open 
Sea  by  vessels  of  all  nations  would  in  fact  be  an 
impossibility.  And  it  is  a  consequence  of  this  right 
that  no  State  can  levy  tolls  for  the  mere  passage  of 
foreign  vessels  through  its  maritime  belt.  Although 
the  ripsurian  State  may  spend  a  considerable  amount  of 
money  for  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  light- 
houses and  other  facilities  for  safe  navigation  within 
its  maritime  belt,  it  cannot  make  merely  passmg 
foreign  vessels  pay  for  such  outlays.  It  is  only  when 
foreign  ships  cast  anchor  within  the  belt  or  enter  a 
port  that  they  can  be  made  to  pay  dues  and  tolls  by 
the  riparian  State.  Some  writers  ^  maintain  that  all 
nations  have  the  right  of  inoffensive  passage  for  their 
merchantmen  by  usage  only,  and  not  by  the  customary 
Law  of  Nations,  and  that,  consequently,  in  strict  law 
a  riparian  State  can  prevent  such  passage.  They  are 
certainly  mistaken.  An  attempt  on  the  part  of  a 
riparian  State  to  prevent  free  navigation  through  the 
maritime  belt  in  time  of  peace  would  meet  with  stem 
opposition  on  the  part  of  all  other  States. 

But  a  right  of  foreign  States  for  their  men-of-war 
to  pass  unhindered  through   the   maritime  belt  is 

Sea  above,  $  142.       '  Klnber,  $  76 ;  Pndier-Fod^r^i  IL  No.  628. 
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not  generally  recognised.  Although  many  writers 
assert  the  existence  of  such  a  right,  many  others 
emphatically  deny  it.  As  a  rule,  however,  in 
practice  no  State  actually  opposes  in  time  of  peace 
the  passage  of  foreign  men-of-war  and  other  public 
vessels  through  its  maritime  belt.  And  it  may  safely 
be  stated,  first,  that  a  usage  has  grown  up  by  which 
such  passage,  if  in  every  way  inoffensive  and  without 
danger,  shall  not  be  denied  in  time  of  peace;  and 
secondly,  that  it  is  now  a  customary  rule  of  Inter- 
national Law  that  the  right  of  passage  through  such 
parts  of  the  maritime  belt  as  form  part  of  the  high- 
ways for  international  traffic  cannot  be  denied  to 
foreign  men-of-war.^ 
Jarig.  §  189.  That    the    riparian    State   has    exclusive 

^ihe  jurisdiction  within  the  belt  as  regards  mere  matters 
iteitime  ^f  police  and  control  is  universally  recognised. 
Thus  it  can  exclude  foreign  pilots,  can  make  custom- 
house arrangements,  sanitary  regulations,  laws  con- 
cerning stranded  vessels  and  goods,  and  the  Uke. 
It  is  further  agreed  that  foreign  merchantmen  cast- 
ing anchor  within  the  belt  or  entering  a  port,  fall 
at  once  and  ipso  facto  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
riparian  State.  But  it  is  a  moot-point  whether  such 
foreign  vessels  as  do  not  stay  but  merely  pass 
through  the  belt  are  for  the  time  being  under  this 
jurisdiction.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  British 
Territorial  Waters  Jurisdiction  Act  of  1878  (41  & 
42  Vict.  c.  73),  which  claims  such  jurisdiction,  has 
called  forth  protests  from  many  writers.^  The  con- 
troversy itself  can  be  decided  by  the  practice  of  the 

'  See  below,  $  449.  bays,  and  straits,  voted  against 

'  See  Perels,  pp.  69-77.     The  the  jnrisdicticn  of  a  riparian  State 

Institute  of    XntemaUonal  Law,  over  foreign  veBsels  merely  passing 

which  at  its  meeting  at  Paris  in  through  the  belt.    (See  Annnaire, 

1 894  adopted  a  body  of  eleven  rales  XIII.  p.  328.) 

regarding  the  maritime  belt,  golfs, 
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States  only.  The  British  Act  quoted,  the  basis  of 
which  is,  in  my  opinion,  sound  and  reasonable,  is  a 
powerful  factor  in  initiating  such  a  practice  ;  but  as 
yet  no  common  practice  of  the  States  can  be  said  to 
exist. 

S  190.  Different  from  the  territorial  maritime  belt  zone  for 
is  the  zone  of  the  Open  Sea,  over  which  a  riparian  and  Sani- 
State  extends  the  operation  of  its  revenue  and  **^^^- 
sanitary  laws.  The  fact  is  that  Great  Britain  and 
the  United  States,  as  well  as  other  States,  possess 
revenue  and  sanitary  laws  which  impose  certain 
duties  not  only  on  their  own  but  also  on  such 
foreign  vessels  bound  to  one  of  their  ports  as  are 
approaching,  but  not  yet  within,  their  territorial 
maritime  belt.^  Twiss  and  Fhillimore  agree  that  in 
strict  law  these  Municipal  Laws  have  no  basis,  since 
every  State  is  by  the  Law  of  Nations  prevented  from 
extending  its  jurisdiction  over  the  Open  Sea,  and  that 
it  is  only  the  Comity  of  Nations  which  admits  tacitly 
the  operation  of  such  Municipal  Laws  as  long  as 
foreign  States  do  not  object,  and  provided  that  no 
measure  is  taken  within  the  territorial  maritime  belt 
of  another  nation.  I  doubt  not  that  in  time  special 
arrangements  will  be  made  as  regards  this  point 
through  a  universal  international  convention.  But 
I  believe  that,  since  Municipal  Laws  of  the  above  kind 
have  been  in  existence  for  more  than  a  hundred 
years  and  have  not  been  opposed  by  other  States,  a 
customary  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  may  be  said  to 
exist  which  allows  riparian  States  in  the  interest  of 
their  revenue   and  sanitary  laws  to  impose  certain 

^  See,  for  instanee,  the  Britbh  Halleck,    I.   p.   157;    Stoerk   in 

80-ealled  Hbv0ri»^  ile^,  9  Geo.  II.  Holtzendorfif,    II.    pp.    475-478; 

0.  35  and  24  Geo.  III.  0.  47.    The  Perele,  S  5  (pp*  25-28).    See  also 

matter  is  treated  bv  Taylor,  §  248 ;  Hall,  Foreign  Powers  and  Juris- 

Twiss,  I.  S 190 ;  Phiilimore,  I.  S 198 ;  diction,  §§  108  and  109. 
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duties  on  such  foreign  vessels  bound  to  their  ports 
as  are  approaching,  although  not  yet  within,  their 
territorial  maritime  belt. 


vn 

Gulfs  and  Bats 

Vatiel,  5  291— Hall,  S  41— Westlake,  I.  pp.  183-192— Lawrence,  {f  107- 
109— Phillimore,  I.  $$  196-206— Twise,  I.  5$  181-182— Halleck,  I. 
pp.  165-170— Taylor,  $5  229-231— Walker,  ?  18— Wharton,  I.  K  27- 
28— Wheaton,  $$  181-190— Bluntsohli,  $$  309-310— Harimann,  $  $8 
— ^Heffter,  S  76 — Stoerk  in  Holtzendorf^  II.  pp.  419-428— Ghueia, 
§21 — ^liszt,  S  9— Ullmann,  S  77 — ^Bonfils,  No.  516— Despagnet, 
Nob.  414-415 — Pradier-Fod^r^,  n.  Nob.  661-681 — Nys,  I.  pp.  441- 
447— Rivier,  I.  pp.  153-157— Calvo,  I.  JJ  366-367— Fiore,  IL  Nob. 
808-815— Martens,  I.  S  100— Perels,  5  5— Schtloking,  '<  Das  EOBten- 
meer  im  intemationalen  Becht  **  (1897),  pp.  20-24. 

Territorial  §  19 1.  It  is  generally  admitted  that  such  gulfs  and 
Bays.  bays  as  are  enclosed  by  the  land  of  one  and  the  same 
riparian  State,  and  whose  entrance  from  the  sea  is 
narrow  enough  to  be  commanded  by  coast  batteries 
erected  on  one  or  both  sides  of  the  entrance,  belong 
to  the  territory  of  the  riparian  State  even  if  the 
entrance  is  wider  than  two  marine  leagues,  or  six 
miles. 

Some  writers  maintain  that  gulfs  and  bays  whose 
entrance  is  wider  than  ten  miles,  or  three  and  a  third 
marine  leagues,  cannot  belong  to  the  territory  of  the 
riparian  State,  and  the  practice  of  some  States 
accords  with  this  opinion.  But  the  practice  of  other 
countries,  approved  by  many  writers,  goes  beyond 
this  limit.  Thus  Great  Britain  holds  the  Bay  of  Con- 
ception in  Newfoundland  to  be  territorial,  although  it 
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goes  forty  miles  into  the  land  and  has  an  entrance 
fifteen  miles  wide.  And  the  United  States  claim  the 
Chesapeake  and  Delaware  Bays,  as  weU  as  other  inlets 
of  the  same  character,  as  territorial,^  although  many 
European  writers  oppose  this  claim.  The  Institute 
of  International  Law  has  voted  in  favour  of  a  twelve 
miles  wide  entrance,  but  admits  the  territorial 
character  of  such  gulfs  and  bays  with  a  wider 
entrance  as  have  been  considered  territorial  for  more 
than  one  hundred  years.^ 

As  the  matter  stands,  it  is  doubtful  as  regards 
many  gulfs  and  bays  whether  they  are  territorial  or 
not.  Examples  of  territorial  bays  in  Europe  are : 
The  Zuider  Zee  is  Dutch;  the  Frische  Haff,  the 
Kurische  Haff,  and  the  Bay  of  Stettin,  in  the  Baltic, 
are  German,  as  is  also  the  Jade  Bay  in  the  North  Sea. 
The  whole  matter  calls  for  an  international  congress 
to  settle  the  question  once  for  all  which  gulfs  and 
bays  are  to  be  considered  territorial.  And  it  must 
be  specially  observed  that  it  is  doubtful  whether 
Great  Britain  would  still,  as  she  formerly  did  for 
centuries,  claim  the  territorial  character  of  the  so- 
called  King's  Chambers,'  which  include  portions  of 
the  sea  between  lines  drawn  from  headland  to  head- 
land. 

§  192.  Gulfs  and  bays  surrounded  by  the  land  of  Nontem. 
one  and  the  same  riparian  State  whose  entrance  is  q^  ^^ 
so  wide  that  it  cannot  be  commanded  by  coast  ^y«- 
batteries,  and,  further,  all  gulfs  and  bays  enclosed  by 
the  land  of  more  than  one  riparian  State,  however 

^  See  Taylor,  $229,  and  Wharton,  Chambers,"  Phillimore  (L  $  200) 

I.  Sf  27  and  28.  still  keeps  np  this  claim ;  Lawrence 

'  See  Annnaire,  XIII.  p.  329.  (S  107)    is    donbtfol   about    the 

*  Whereas  Hall  ($  41,  p.  162)  matter,  and  Westlake  (I.  p.  188) 

says :  "  England  would,  no  doubt,  seems  to  consider  this  daim  as 

not  attempt  any  longer  to  assert  abandoned.       As     regards     the 

a  light  of  property  over  the  King's  Narrow  Seas,  see  below,  S  I94< 
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narrow  their  entrance  may  be,  are  non-territorial. 
They  are  parts  of  the  Open  Sea,  the  marginal  belt 
inside  the  gulfs  and  bays  excepted.  They  can  never 
be  appropriated,  and  t^ey  are  in  time  of  peace  and 
war  open  to  vessels  of  all  nations  including  men-of- 
war. 
Naviga.  §  193.  'As  regards  navigation  and  fishery  within 

Fishery  in  territorial  gulfs  and  bays,  the  same  rules  of  the  Law 
GSbta*Mad*  of  Nations  are  valid  as  those  for  navigation  and 
B»y«-  fishery  within  the  territorial  maritime  belt.  The 
right  of  fishery  may,  therefore,  exclusively  be 
reserved  for  subjects  of  the  riparian  State.^  And 
navigation,  cabotage  excepted,  must  be  open  to 
merchantmen  of  all  nations,  but  foreign  men-of-war 
need  not  be  admitted. 

^  The  Hague  Convention  oon-  riparian    States   within   a    three 

oerning  police  and  fishery  in  the  mues  wide  nuuritime  belt  only, 

North  Sea,  concluded  on  May  6,  so  that  the  fishery  would  be  re- 

1882,     between     Great    Bntain,  served  within  such  bays  only  as 

Belgium,      Denmark,       France,  have  an  entrance  not  wider  than 

Germany,  and  Holland,  reserves  six  miles.    (See  Martens,  N.B.G. 

in  its  article  2  the  fishery  within  2nd  ser.  IX.  p.  556.) 
bays  exclusively  for  subjects  of  the 
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vni 

Straits 

Vattol,  L  S  292— Hall,  $  41— Westlake,  L  pp.  i93-i97~Lawrenc6, 
Sf  107-109— Phillimore,  I.  S$  180-196— Twiss,  I.  SS  i83>  184,  189— 
Halleek,  I.  pp.  165-170— Taylor,  K  229-231— Walker,  S  I7— 
Wharton,  $S  27-29— Wheaton,  $|  181-190— BluntBohli,  f  303— 
Hartmann,  f  65 — ^Hefifcer,  $  76— Stoerk  in  Holtzendorff,  n.  pp.  419- 
428 — Ghureis,  §  21— Liszt,  $$  9  and  26— Ullmann,  f  77 — ^Bonfik, 
Nob.  506-511 — ^Despagnet,  Nos.  424-427 — Pradier-Fod^r^,  11. 
Nof.  650-656— Nye,  I.  pp.  451-474— Bivier,  I.  pp.  157-159— Calvo, 
I.S5368-372— Fiore,  11.  Nos.  745-754— Martens,  I.  $  loi— Holland 
Btadiee,  p.  277. 

§  194.  All  Straits  which  are  so  narrow  as  to  be  what 
under  the  command  of  coast  batteries  erected  Tenl^"*  ^ 
either  on  one  or  both  sides  of  the  straits,  are  terri-  ^^^^^ 
torial.  Therefore,  straits  of  this  kind  which  divide 
the  land  of  one  and  the  same  State  belong  to  the 
territory  of  such  State.  Thus  the  Solent,  which 
divides  the  Isle  of  Wight  from  England,  is  British, 
the  Dardanelles  and  the  Bosphorus  are  Turkish.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  such  narrow  strait  divides  the  land 
of  two  different  States,  it  belongs  to  the  territory  of 
both,  the  boundary  Hue  running,  failing  a  special 
treaty  making  another  arrangement,  through  the 
mid- channel.^  Thus  the  Lymoon  Pass,  the  narrow 
strait  which  separates  the  British  island  of  Hong 
Kong  from  the  continent,  was  half  British  and  half 
Chinese  as  long  as  the  land  opposite  Hong  Kong  was 
Chinese  territory.  It  would  seem  that  claims  of 
States  over  wider  straits  than  those  which  can  be 
commanded  by  guns  from  coast  batteries  are  no 
longer  upheld.  Thus  Great  Britain  used  formerly 
to  claim  the  Narrow  Seas — ^namely,  the  St.  George's 

*  See  below,  $  199. 


250 


STATE  TERRITORY 


duumel,  the  Bristol  Channel,  the  Irish  Sea,  and  the 
North  Channel — as  territorial ;  and  Fhillimore  asserts 
that  the  exclusive  right  of  Great  Britain  over  these 
Narrow  Seas  is  uncontested.  But  in  spite  of  this 
assertion  it  must  be  emphasised  that  this  right  is 
contested,  and  I  believe  that  Great  Britain  would 
now  no  longer  uphold  her  former  claim.^  At  least 
the  Territorial  Waters  Jurisdiction  Act  1878  does 
not  mention  it. 
Navi.  §  195*  ^  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations  concerning 

tt%.  navigation,  fishery,  and  jurisdiction  withm  the  man. 
and  Juris-  time  belt  apply  likewise  to  navigation,  fishery,  and 
straits,  jurisdiction  within  straits.  Foreign  merchantmen, 
therefore,  cannot  be  excluded;  foreign  menK)f-war 
must  be  admitted  to  such  straits  as  form  part  of  the 
highways  for  international  traffic ;  ^  the  right  of  fishery 
may  exclusively  be  reserved  for  subjects  of  the 
riparian  State;  and  the  latter  can  exercise  jurisdiction 
over  all  foreign  merchantmen  passing  through  the 
straits.  If  the  narrow  strait  divides  the  land  of  two 
different  States,  jurisdiction  and  fishery  are  reserved 
for  each  riparian  State  within  the  boundary  line 
running  through  the  mid-channel  or  otherwise  as  by 
treaty  arranged. 

§  196.  The  rule  that  foreign  merchantmen  must  be 
allowed  inoffensive  passage  through  territorial  straits 
without    any    dues  and    tolls    whatever,  had    one 


The 
fonner 
Sound 
Dnes. 


^  See  Phillimorei  I.  $  189,  and 
above,  $  191  (King's  Chambers). 
Concerning  the  Bristol  Channel, 
Hall  (S  41,  p.  162,  note  2)  remarks : 
"It  was  apparently  decided  by 
the  Queen's  Bench  in  Beg.  v. 
Cunningham  (Bell's  Grown  Gases, 
86)  that  the  whole  of  the  Bristol 
Channel  between  Somerset  and 
Glamorgan  is  British  territory; 
possibly,  however,  the  Court  in- 
tended   to    refer    only   to    that 


portion  of  the  Channel  which  lies 
within  Steepholm  and  Flatholm." 
(See  idso  Westlake,  I.  p.  188, 
note  3.) 

'  As,  for  instance,  the  Straits  of 
Magellan.  These  straits  were 
neutralised  in  1881 — see  below, 
$  568,  and  vol.  II.  $  72 — by  a  treaty 
between  Chili  and  Argentine.  See 
Abribat,  Le  d^troit  de  Magellan 
an  point  de  vue  international 
(1902),  and  Nys,  I.  pp.  ^70-474, 
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exception  until  the  year  1857.  From  time  im- 
memorial, Denmark  had  not  allowed  foreign  vessels  the 
passage  through  the  two  Belts  and  the  Sound,  a 
narrow  strait  which  divides  Denmark  from  Sweden 
and  connects  the  Kattegat  with  the  Baltic,  without 
payment  of  a  toll,  the  so-called  Sound  Dues.^  Whereas 
in  former  centuries  these  dues  were  not  opposed, 
they  were  not  considered  any  longer  admissible  as 
soon  as  the  principle  of  free  navigation  on  the  sea 
became  generally  recognised,  but  Denmark  neverthe- 
less insisted  upon  the  dues.  In  1857,  however, 
an  arrangement  ^  was  completed  between  the  mari- 
time Powers  of  Europe  and  Denmark  by  which  the 
Sound  Dues  were  abolished  against  a  heavy  indemnity 
paid  by  the  signatory  States  to  Denmark.  And  in 
the  same  year  the  United  States  entered  into  a  con- 
vention ^  with  Denmark  for  the  free  passage  of  their 
vessels,  and  likewise  paid  an  indemnity.  With  these 
dues  has  disappeared  the  last  witness  of  former  times 
when  free  navigation  on  the  sea  was  not  universally 
recognised. 

§  197.  The  Bosphorus  and  Dardanelles,  the  two  The  Bos- 
Turkish  territorial  straits  which  connect  the  Black  Ld'c^. 
Sea  with  the  Mediterranean,  must  be  specially  men-  ^»»«"«^ 
tioned.^      So  long   as  the  Black  Sea  was  entirely 
enclosed  by  Turkish  territory  and  was  therefore  a 
portion  of  this  territory,  Turkey  could  exclude  foreign 
vessels    from  the  ^sphorus  and  the  Dardanelles 
altogether,  unless  prevented  by  special  treaties.    But 
when  in  the  eighteenth  century  Bussia  became   a 

^  See  the  details,  which  have  N.B.G.  XVI.  2nd  part,  p.  345.) 

historical  intereBt  only,  in  Tmu,  *  Convention  of  Wa6hii:^;ton  of 

I.  S  188;   Phillimore,   I.   $  189;  April    11,    1857.    (See    Martens, 

Wharton,  I.  $29;   and  Scherer,  N.B.G.  XVII.  ist  part,  p.  210.) 

Der  Sundzoll  (1845).  ^  See  Holland,  The  European 

'  The  Treaty  of  Copenhagen  of  Concert  in  the  Eastern  Qnestion, 

March   14,   1857.    (See  .Martens,  p.  225,  and  Perels,  p.  29. 
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riparian  State  of  the  Black  Sea  and  the  latter,  there- 
fore, ceased  to  be  entirely  a  territorial  sea,  Turkey,  by 
several  treaties  with  foreign  Powers,  conceded  free 
navigation  through  the  Bosphorus  and  the  Dar- 
danelles to  foreign  merchantmen.  But  she  always 
upheld  the  rule  that  foreign  men-of-war  should  be 
excluded  from  these  straits.  And  by  article  i  of 
the  Convention  of  London  of  July  10,  1841,  between 
Turkey,  Qreat  Britain,  Austria,  France,  Prussia,  and 
Eussia,  this  rule  was  once  for  all  accepted.  Article  10 
of  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Paris  of  1856  and  the  Con- 
vention No.  I  annexed  to  this  treaty,  and,  further, 
article  2  of  the  Treaty  of  London,  1 87 1,  again  confirm 
the  rule,  and  all  those  Powers  which  were  not  parties 
to  these  treaties  submit  nevertheless  to  it,^  Accord- 
ing to  the  Treaty  of  London  of  1871,  however,  the 
Porte  can  open  the  straits  in  time  of  peace  to  the 
men-of-war  of  friendly  and  allied  Powers  for  the  pur- 
pose, if  necessary,  of  securing  the  execution  of  the 
stipulations  of  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Paris  of  1 856. 

On  the  whole,  the  rule  has  in  practice  always 
been  upheld  by  Turkey.  Foreign  light  public  vessels 
in  the  service  of  foreign  diplomatic  envoys  at  Con- 
stantinople can  be  admitted  by  the  provisions  of  the 
Peace  Treaty  of  Paris  of  1856.  And  on  several 
occasions  when  Turkey  has  admitted  a  foreign  man-of- 
war  carrying  a  foreign  monarch  on  a  visit  to  Con- 
stantinople, there  has  been  no  opposition  by  the 
Powers.^  But  when  in  1902  Turkey  allowed  four 
Eussian  torpedo  destroyers  to  pass  through  the  Black 
Sea  on  the  condition  that  these  vessels  should  be 
disarmed  and  sail  under  the  Eussian  commercial  flag, 

'  The  United  States,  althongh  the   Convention   of  London,   to 

she   aotoally   aoqniesoes   in    the  which  she  is  not  a  party.    (See 

exclusion  of  her  men-of-war,  seems  Wharton,  I.  $  29.) 

not  to  consider  herself  bound  by  '  See  Perels,  p.  30. 
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Great  Britain  protested  and  declared  that  she 
reserved  the  right  to  demand  similar  privileges  for 
her  men-of-war  should  occasion  arise.  As  far  as  I 
know,  however,  no  other  Power  has  joined  Great 
Britain  in  this  protest. 


IX 
Boundaries  of  State  Teebitory 

Orotius,  n.  0.  3,  S  18— Vattel,  L  S  266— HaU,  S  38— Westlake,  I.  pp. 
141-142 — ^Twiss,  I.  S$  147-148— Taylor,  $  251 — Blnntschli,  §$  296- 
302 — ^Hartmaim,  S  59 — Heffter,  §  66-— Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff, 
II.  pp.  232-239 — Gareis,  $  19 — Liszt,  5  9— Ullmann,  J  80— Bonfils, 
Nob.  486-489— Despagnet,  No.  387— Pradier-Fod^r^,  11.  Nob.  759- 
777-— NyB,  I.  pp.  413-422— Rivier,  I.  §  11— Calvo,  I.  55  343*352— 
Fiore,  II.  Nob.  799-806— Martemi,  I.  5  89. 

§  198.  Boundaries  of  State  territory  are  the  imagi-  Natural 
nary  lines  on  the  surface  of  the  earth  which  separate  J^ 
the  territory  of  one  State  from  that  of  another,  or  Bounda- 
from  unappropriated  territory,  or  from  the  Open  Sea. 
The  course  of  the  boundary  lines  may  or  may  not  be 
indicated  by  boundary  signs.  These  signs  may  be 
natural  or  artificial,  and  one'  speaks,  therefore,  of 
natural  in  contradistinction  to  artificial  boundaries. 
Natural  boundaries  may  consist  of  water,  a  range  of 
rocks  or  mountains,  deserts,  forests,  and  the  like. 
Artificial  boundaries  are  such  signs  as  have  been 
purposely  put  up  to  indicate  the  way  of  the  ima- 
ginary boundary-Une.  They  may  consist  of  posts, 
stones,  bars,  walls,^  trenches,  roads,  canals,  buoys  in 
water,  and  the  like.  It  must,  however,  be  borne 
in  mind  that  the  distinction  between  artificial  and 

^  The  RomanB  of  antiqTiity  very    and  the  Chinese  Wall  may  also  be 
often  consteneted  bonndary  waUs,    eited  as  an  example. 
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natural  boundaries  is  not  sharp,  in  so  far  as  some 
natural  boundaries  can  be  artificially  created.  Thus 
a  forest  may  be  planted,  and  a  desert  may  be  created, 
as  was  the  frequent  practice  of  the  Eomans  of 
antiquity  for  the  purpose  of  marking  the  frontier. 

§  199.  Natural  boundaries  consisting  of  water  must 
be  specially  discussed  on  account  of  the  different  kinds 
of  boundary  waters.  Such  kinds  are  rivers,  lakes, 
land-locked  seas,  and  the  maritime  belt. 

(i)  Boundary  rivers  are  such  rivers  as  separate 
two  different  States  from  each  other.^  If  such  river 
is  not  navigable,  the  imaginary  boundary  line  runs 
down  the  middle  of  the  river,  following  all  turnings 
of  the  border  line  of  both  banks  of  the  river.  On 
the  other  hand,  in  a  navigable  river  the  boundary 
line  runs  through  the  middle  of  the  so-called  Thalweg j 
that  is,  the  mid- channel  of  the  river.  It  is,  thirdly, 
possible  that  the  boundary  line  is  the  harder  line  of 
the  river,  so  that  the  whole  bed  belongs  to  one  of 
the  riparian  States  only.^  But  this  is  an  exception 
created  by  treaty  or  by  the  fact  that  a  State  has 
occupied  the  lands  on  one  side  of  a  river  at  a  time 
prior  to  the  occupation  of  the  lands  on  the  other  side 
by  some  other  State.^  And  it  must  be  remembered 
that,  since  a  river  somethnes  changes  more  or  less 
its  course,  the  boundary  line  running  through  the 
middle  or  the  Thalweg  or  along  the  border-line  is 
thereby  also  altered.* 


'  This  case  is  not  to  be  con- 
founded  with  the  other,  in  which  a 
river  mns  through  the  lands  of 
two  different  States.  In  this  latter 
ease  the  boundary  line  nms 
aeross  the  river. 

'  See  above,  S  i7S* 

*  See  Twiss,  I.  fl  W  and  148, 
and  Westlake,  I.  p.  142. 

*  In  case  a  bridj^  is  built  over 


a  boundary  river,  the  boundary 
line  runs,  failing  special  treaty 
arraDgements,  through  the  middle 
of  the  bridge.  As  regards  the 
boundary  lines  running  through 
iiduids  rising  in  boundary  rivers 
and  throng  the  abandoned  beds 
of  such  rivers,  see  below,  SS  234 
and  235. 
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(2)  Boundary  lakes  and  land-locked,  seas  are  such 
as  separate  the  lands  of  two  or  more  different  States 
from  each  other.  The  boundary  line  runs  through 
the  middle  of  these  lakes  and  seas,  but  as  a  rule 
special  treaties  portion  off  such  lakes  and  seas 
between  riparian  States.^ 

(3)  The  boundary  line  of  the  maritime  belt  is, 
according  to  details  given  above  (§  1 86),  uncertain, 
since  no  unanimity  prevails  with  regard  to  the  width 
of  the  belt.  It  is,  however,  certain  that  the  boundary 
line  runs  not  nearer  to  the  shore  than  three  miles, 
or  one  marine  league,  from  the  low-water  mark. 

(4)  In  a  narrow  strait  separating  the  lands  of  two 
different  States  the  boundary  line  runs  either  through 
the  middle  or  through  the  mid-channel,^  unless  special 
treaties  make  different  arrangements. 

S  200.  Boundary  mountains  or  hills  are  such  Boundary 
natural  elevations  from  the  common  level  of  the  tains. 
ground  as  separate  the  territories  of  two  or  more 
States  from  each  other.  Failing  special  treaty  ar- 
rangements, the  boundary  line  runs  on  the  mountain 
ridge  along  with  the  watershed.  But  it  is  quite 
possible  that  boimdary  mountains  belong  wholly  to 
one  of  the  States  which  they  separate.^ 

§201.  Boundary  lines  are,  for  many  reasons,  of  Bonndaiy 
such  vital  importance  that  disputes  relating  thereto  ^^ 
are  inevitably  very  frequent  and  have  often  led  to 
war.  During  the  nineteenth  century,  however,  a 
tendency  began  to  prevail  to  settle  such  disputes 
peaceably.  The  simplest  way  in  which  this  can  be 
done  is  always  by  a  boundary  treaty,  provided  the 
parties  can  come  to  terms.  In  other  cases  arbitra- 
tion can  settle  the  matter,  as,  for  instance,  in  the 

^  See  above,  $  179.  and  above,  S  I94« 

'  See  Twiss,  I.  $$  183  and  184,       *  See  Fiore,  11.  No.  80a 
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Alaska  Boundary  dispute  between  Great  Britain  (re- 
presenting Canada)  and  the  United  States,  settled  in 
1903.  Sometimes  International  Commissions  are 
specially  appointed  to  settle  the  boundary  lines.  In 
this  way  the  boundary  lines  between  Turkey,  Bulgaria, 
Servia,  Montenegro,  and  Boumania  were  settled  after 
the  Berlin  Congress  of  1878.  It  sometimes  happens 
that  the  States  concerned,  instead  of  settling  the 
boundary  line,  keep  a  strip  of  land  between  their 
territories  under  their  joint  tenure  and  administra- 
tion, so  that  a  so-called  condominium  comes  into 
existence,  as  in  the  case  of  Moresnet  (Kelmis)  on  the 
Prusso-Belgian  frontier.^ 

§  202.  Whereas  the  term  "natural  boundaries  "  in 
the  theory  and  practice  of  the  Law  of  Nations  means 
natural  signs  which  indicate  the  course  of  boundary 
lines,  the  same  term  is  used  politically  ^  in  various 
different  meanings.  Thus  the  French  often  speak  of 
the  river  Bhine  as  their  "  natural "  boundary,  as  the 
Italians  do  of  the  Alps.  Thus,  further,  the  zones 
within  which  the  language  of  a  nation  is  spoken  are 
frequently  termed  that  nation's  "  natural "  boundary. 
Again,  the  line  enclosing  such  parts  of  the  land  as 
afford  great  facilities  for  defence  against  an  attack  is 
often  called  the  "natural"  boundary  of  a  State, 
whether  or  not  these  parts  belong  to  the  territory  of 
the  respective  State.  It  is  obvious  that  all  these  and 
other  meanings  of  the  term  "natural  boundaries" 
are  of  no  importance  whatever  to  the  Law  of  Nations, 
whatever  value  they  may  have  politically. 


^  See  above,  §  171,  No.  i. 


'  See  Bivier,  I.  p.  166. 
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X 

State  Sebyitudbs 

Han,  S  42*— Westiiake,  L  p.  61— Phillimore,  I.  {{  281-283— Twiss,  I. 
J  245— Taylor,  J  252— BluntBohli,  JJ  353-359— Hartmann,  J  62— 
Heffter,  S  43 — Holizendorff  in  Holtzendorfl^  H.  pp.  242-252 — 
Gkureis,  $  71— Lissst,  {{  8  and  19— Ullmann,  $  88— Bonfils,  Nos.  340- 
344— Despagnet,  Nos.  190-192— Pradier-Fod^r^,  11.  N08.  834-84S9 
1038— Rivler,  I.  pp.  296-303— Calvo,  III.  J  1583— Fiore,  L  J  380— 
Martens,  L  SS  94-95 — ClauBs,  *<  Die  Lehre  von  den  Staatedienai- 
barkeiten*'  (1894)— Fabree,  **De8  servitudes  dans  le  droit  inter- 
national "  (1901). 

§  203.  State  servitudes  are  those  exceptional  and  Concep- 
conventional  restrictions  on  the  territorial  supremacy  sSe°  Ser- 
of  a  State  by  which  a  part  or  a  whole  of  its  territory  ▼**«*«8- 
is  in  a  limited  way  made  to  perpetually  serve  a  cer- 
tain purpose  or  interest  of  another  State.    Thus  a 
State  may  through  a  convention  be  obliged  to  allow 
the  passage  of  troops  of  a  neighbouring  State,  or 
may  in  the  interest  of  a  neighbouring    State  be 
prevented  from  fortifying  a  certain  town  near  the 
frontier. 

That  State  servitudes  are  or  may  on  occasions  be  of 
great  importance,  there  can  be  no  doubt  whatever. 
The  vast  majority  ^  of  writers  and  the  practice  of  the 
States  accept,  therefore,  the  conception  of  State 
servitudes,  although  they  do  not  agree  with  regard 
to  the  definition  and  the  width  of  the  conception, 
and  although,  consequently,  in  many  cases  the  ques- 
tion is  disputed  whether  a  certain  restriction  upon 
territorial  supremacy  is  or  is  not  a  State  servitude. 

Servitudes  must  not  be  confounded^  with  those 

'  The  conception  of  State  servi-        *  This  is,  for  instance,  done  by 

ttides  is  rejected  by  Bnhnerinok  Heffter  ({  43),  Martens  ({94),  and 

(S  49)>  Ota^B  (S  71)1  Liszt  (§§  8  and  HaU  ({  42*) ;  the  latter  speiJu  of 

19),  Jellinek  (Allgemeine  Staats-  the  right  of  innocent  nse  of  terri- 

l^e,  p.  366).  torial  seas  as  a  servitude. 
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general  restrictions  upon  temtoiial  sapremncy  niiich, 
accordhig  to  oertahi  mles  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 
ooncem  all  States  alike.  These  restrictiiNis  are 
named  ^  natural  **  restrictions  of  territorial  supremacy 
{sermiutes  juris  gentium  nalurale8\  in  contradis- 
lanction  to  the  conventional  restrictions  (servitutes 
juris  gentium  voluntariae)  which  constitute  the 
State  servitudes  in  the  technical  sense  of  the  term. 
Thus,  for  instance,  it  is  not  a  State  servitude,  but  a 
<<  natural  *"  restriction  on  territorial  supremacy,  that 
a  State  is  obliged  to  admit  the  free  passage  of 
foreign  merchantmen  through  its  territorial  maritime 
belt. 
Sobjaeuof  §  204.  Subjects  of  State  servitudes  are  States  only 
t^mT  *^^  exclusively,  since  State  servitudes  can  exist 
between  States  only  {territarium  dominans  and  t^rrt- 
torium  serviens).  Formerly  some  vniters  ^  maintained 
that  private  individuals  and  corporations  were  able 
to  acquire  a  State  servitude;  but  nowadays  it  is 
agreed  that  this  is  not  possible,  since  the  Law  of 
Nations  is  a  law  between  States  only  and  exclusively. 
Whatever  rights  may  be  granted  by  a  State  to 
foreign  individuals  and  corporations,  such  rights  can 
never  constitute  State  servitudes. 

On  the  other  hand,  every  State  can  acquire  and 
grant  State  servitudes,  although  some  States  may,  in 
consequence  of  their  particular  position  within  the 
Family  of  Nations,  be  prevented  from  acquiring  or 
granting  some  special  kind  or  another  of  State 
servitudes.  Thus  neutralised  States  are  in  many 
points  hampered  in  regard  to  acquiring  and  grant- 
ing State  servitudes,  because  they  have  to  avoid 
everything  that  could  drag  them  indirectly  into  war. 
Thus,    further,    half-Sovereign    and    part-Sovereign 

>  BluntBchli,  i  353 ;  Heffter,  §  43. 
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States  may  not  be  able  to  acquire  and  to  grant 
certain  State  servitudes  on  account  of  their  depen- 
dence upon  their  superior  State.  But  apart  from 
such  exceptional  cases,  even  not-full  Sovereign  States 
can  acquire  and  grant  State  servitudes,  provided  they 
have  any  international  status  at  all. 

§  205.  The  object  of  State  servitudes  is  always  objeotof 
the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  territory  of  the  State  ^tadwT 
whose  territorial  supremacy  is  restricted  by  any 
such  servitude.  Since  the  territory  of  a  State 
includes  not  only  the  land  but  also  the  rivers  which 
water  the  land,  the  maritime  belt,  the  territorial  sub- 
soil, and  the  territorial  atmosphere,  aU  these  can,  as 
well  as  the  service  of  the  land  itself,  be  an  object  of 
State  servitudes.  Thus  a  State  may  have  a  perpetual 
right  of  admittance  for  its  subjects  to  the  fishery  in 
the  maritime  belt  of  another  State,  or  a  right  to  lay 
telegraph  cables  through  a  foreign  maritime  belt, 
or  a  right  to  build  and  use  a  tunnel  through  a 
boundary  mountain,  and  the  like.  And  should  ever 
aerostation  become  so  developed  as  to  be  of 
practical  utility,  a  State  servitude  might  be  created 
through  a  State  acquiring  a  perpetual  right  to  send 
military  aerial  vehicles  through  the  territorial  atmo- 
sphere of  a  neighbouring  State.^ 

Since  the  object  of  State  servitudes  is  the  territory 
of  a  State,  all  such  restrictions  upon  the  territorial 
supremacy  of  a  State  as  do  not  make  a  part  or  the 
whole  of  its  territory  itself  serve  a  purpose  or  an 
interest  of  another  State  are  not  State  servitudes. 
The  territory  as  the  object  is  the  mark  of  distinction 
between  State  servitudes  and  other  restrictions  on  the 
territorial  supremacy.     Thus  the  perpetual  restriction 

'  It  need  hardly  be  mentioned    the  object  of  a  State  servitude, 
that  the  Open  Sea  can  never  be    sinoe  it  Ib  no  State's  territory. 
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vitudes. 


imposed  upon  a  State  by  a  treaty  not  to  keep  an 
army  beyond  a  certain  size  is  certainly  a  restriction 
on  territorial  supremacy,  but  is  not,  as  some  writers  ^ 
maintain,  a  State  servitude,  because  it  does  not  make 
the  territory  of  one  State  serve  an  interest  of  another. 
On  the  other  hand,  when  a  State  submits  to  a  per- 
petual right  enjoyed  by  another  State  of  passage  of 
troops,  or  to  the  duty  not  to  fortify  a  certain  town 
on  the  frontier,  or  to  the  claim  of  another  State  for 
its  subjects  to  be  allowed  the  fishery  within  the 
former's  territorial  belt ;  ^  in  all  these  and  the  like  * 
cases  the  territorial  supremacy  of  a  State  is  in  such 
a  way  restricted  that  a  part  or  the  whole  of  its 
territory  is  made  to  serve  the  interest  of  another  State, 
and  such  restrictions  are  therefore  State  servitudes.* 

§  206.  According  to  different  qualities  different 
kinds  of  State  servitudes  must  be  distinguished. 

(i)  Affirmative,  active,  or  positive,  are  those  servi- 
tudes which  give  the  right  to  a  State  to  perform 


'  Blontsohli,  i  356. 

*  An  example  of  such  fisherv 
servitude  is  the  former  French 
fishery  rights  in  Newfotmdluid 
which  were  based  on  article  13  of 
the  Treaty  of  Utrecht,  17 13,  and 
on  the  Treaty  of  Versailles,  1783. 
See  the  details  regarding  the  New - 
fomidland  Fishery  Dispute,  in 
PhUlimore,  I.  §  195 ;  Glauss,  pp. 
17-31 ;  Oeffoken  in  B.L  XXII.  p. 
217 ;  Brodhurst  in  Law  Magazine 
and  Review,  XXTV.  p.  67.  The 
French  literature  on  the  question  is 
quoted  in  Bonfils,  No.  342,  note  i. 
The  dispute  is  now  settled  through 
France's  renunciation  of  the 
privileges  due  to  her  according  to 
article  13  of  the  Treaty  of  Utrecht, 
which  took  place  by  article  i  of  the 
Anglo-French  Convention  signed 
in  London  on  April  8,  1904.  But 
France  retains,  according  to  article 
2  of  the  latter  Convention,  the 
right  of  fishing  for  her  subjects  in 


certain  parts  of  the  territorial 
waters  of  Newfoundland. 

'  Phillimore  (I.  §  283)  quotes 
two  interesting  State  servitudes 
which  belong  to  the  past.  Accord- 
ing to  articles  4  and  i  o  of  the  Treaty 
of  Utrecht,  17 13,  France  was,  in 
the  interest  of  Great  Britain,  not 
to  allow  the  Stuart  Pretender  to 
reside  on  French  territory,  and 
G-reat  Britain  was,  in  the  interest 
of  Spain,  not  to  allow  Moors  and 
Jews  to  reside  in  Gibraltar. 

^  The  controverted  question 
whether  neutralisation  of  a  State 
creates  a  State  servitude  is  an- 
swered by  Clauss  (p.  167)  in  the 
affirmative,  but  by  Ullmann  (§  88), 
correctly,  I  think,  in  the  negative. 
But  a  distinction  must  be  drawn 
between  neutralisation  of  a  whole 
State  and  neutralisation  of  certain 
parts  of  a  State.  In  the  latter 
case  a  State  servitude  is  indeed 
created. 
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certain  acts  on  the  territory  of  another  State,  such  as 
to  build  and  work  a  railway,  to  establish  a  custom- 
house, to  let  an  armed  force  pass  through  a  certain 
territory  {droit  (Tetape^  or  to  keep  troops  in  a  certain 
fortress,  to  use  a  port  or  an  island  as  a  coaling  station, 
and  the  like. 

(2)  Negative,  are  such  servitudes  as  give  a  right  to 
a  State  to  demand  of  another  State  that  the  latter 
shall  abstain  from  exercising  its  territorial  supremacy 
in  certain  ways.  Thus  a  State  can  have  a  right  to 
demand  that  a  neighbouring  State  shall  not  fortify 
certain  towns  near  the  frontier,  that  another  State  shall 
not  allow  foreign  men-of-war  in  a  certain  harbour.^ 

(3)  Military,  are  those  State  servitudes  which  are 
acquired  for  military  purposes,  such  as  the  right  to 
keep  troops  in  a  foreign  fortress,  or  to  let  an  armed 
force  pass  through  foreign  territory,  or  to  demand 
that  a  town  on  foreign  territory  shall  not  be  fortified, 
and  the  like. 

(4)  Economic,  are  those  servitudes  which  are  ac- 
quired for  the  purpose  of  commercial  interests, 
traffic,  and  intercourse  in  general,  such  as  the  right 
of  fisheries  in  foreign  territorial  waters,  to  build  a 
railway  on  or  lay  a  telegraph  cable  through  foreign 
territory,  and  the  like. 

§  207.  Since  State  servitudes,  in  contradistinction  VaUdityof 
to  personal  rights  (rights  in  personam),  are  rights  YitadwV' 
inherent  to  the  object  with  which  they  are  con- 
nected (rights  in  rem),  they  remain  valid  and  may  be 
exercised  however  the  ownership  of  the  territory  to 
which  they  apply  may  change.  Therefore,  if,  after  the 
creation  of  a  State  servitude,  the  part  of  the  territory 

*  AfSnnatiTe    State  servitudes  fad&ndo   cormitere  nequitf   has 

ooQsist    in    ptUi&ndOf   negative  oeen    adopted    by   the   Law   of 

servitades  in  non  /aeiimdo>    The  Nations* 
rule  of  Boman  Law,  aervUus  in 
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affected  oomes  bjr  conqnest  or  cessum  under  the 
territorial  supremacy  of  another  State,  such  servitude 
remains  in  force.  Thus,  when  the  Alsatian  town  of 
Httningen  became  in  1871,  together  with  the  whole 
of  Alsace,  German  territory,  the  State  servitude 
created  by  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  1815,  that  Httningen 
should,  in  the  interest  of  the  Swiss  Canton  of  Basle, 
never  be  fortified,  was  not  extinguished.^  Thus, 
further,  when  in  i860  the  former  Sardinian  pro- 
vinces of  Chablais  and  Faucigny  became  French,  the 
State  servitude  created  by  article  92  of  the  Act  of 
the  Vienna  Congress,  181 5,  that  Switzerland  should 
have  temporarily  during  war  the  right  to  locate 
troops  in  these  provinces  was  not  extinguished.^ 

It  is  a  very  open  question  whether  military 
State  servitudes  can  be  exercised  in  time  of  war  by 
a  belligerent  if  the  State  with  whose  territory  they 
are  connected  remains  neutral.  Must  such  State, 
for  the  purpose  of  upholding  its  neutrality,  prevent 
the  belligerent  from  exercising  the  respective  servi- 
tude— ^for  instance,  the  right  of  passage  of  troops  ?  ^ 
Exiineiion  §  2o8.  State  Servitudes  are  extinguished  by  agree- 
sLriitadM.  ^^^^nt  between  the  States  concerned,  or  by  express 
or  tacit  ^  renunciation  on  the  part  of  the  State  in 
whose  interest  they  were  created.  They  are  not, 
according  to  the  correct  opinion,  extinguished  by 
reason  of  the  territory  involved  coming  under  the 
territorial  supremacy  of  another  State.  But  it  is 
difficult  to  understand  why,  although  State  servitudes 
are  called    into    existence    through    treaties,  it  is 

'  DetailB  in  CIaobs,  pp.  15-17.  tngaese  texritory  in  South  Africa. 

3  DetailsinClaoBS,  pp.  8-15.  (See  below,  voL  IL  $  323,  and 

*  This  question  became  praotioal  Clause,  pp.  212-217.) 

when  in  1900,  during  the  South  ^  See  Bluntschli,  $  359  b.    The 

African  war,  GreatBntain claimed,  oppodtion  of  dauss  (p.  219)  and 

and  Portugal  was  ready  to  grant,  others  to  this  sound  statement  of 

passage  of  troops   through  For-  Bluntschli*s  is  not  justified. 
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sometimes  maintained  that  the  clause  rebus  sic 
stantibus  ^  cannot  be  applied  in  case  a  vital  change 
of  circumstances  makes  the  exercise  of  a  State  servi- 
tude unbearable.  That  in  such  case  the  restricted 
State  must  previously  try  to  come  to  terms  with 
the  State  which  is  the  subject  of  the  servitude,  is  a 
matter  of  course.  But  if  an  agreement  cannot  be 
arrived  at  on  account  of  the  unreasonableness  of 
the  other  party,  the  clause  rebw  aic  stantibus  may 
well  be  resorted  to.^  The  fact  that  the  practice  of 
the  States  does  not  provide  any  example  of  an 
appeal  to  this  clause  for  the  purpose  of  doing  away 
with  a  State  servitude  proves  only  that  such  appeal 
has  hitherto  been  unnecessary. 


XI 
Modes  of  aoquibing  State   Tebbitobt 

Vattel,  I.  SS  203-207— Hall,  $  31— Westlake,  I.  pp.  84-1 16— Lawrenoe, 
5J  92-99— Phillimore,  I.  JJ  222-225— TwisB,  I.  JJ  1 13-139— Hal- 
leok,  L  p.  154— Taylor,  5J  217-228— Wheaton,  JJ  161-163— Blunt- 
whlif  ii  278-295— Harimaim,  $  61— Hefffcer,  {  69— Holtsendorff  in 
Holtzendorff;  II.  pp.  252-255— Gareis,  $  76— Liszt,  $  10— UUmann, 
$  81— Bonfils,  No.  532— Despagnet,  No.  888— Pradier-FodM,  11. 
N08.  781-787— Elvier,  L  §  12— Calvo,  I.  §  263— Fiore,  I.  Nos, 
838-840— Martens,  L  $  90— Heimbnrger,  *'Der  Erwerb  der 
Gebietshoheit "  (1888). 

§  209.  Since    States    only    and     exclusively    are  who  can 
subjects  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  it  is  obvious  that,  as  s^^ 
far  as  the  Law  of  Nations  is  concerned.  States  ^  solely  Territory? 

^  See  below,  §  539.  vented  by  the  Law  of  Nations 

'  See  BlnntsoUif  §  359  d,  and  from    acquiring    more   territory 

Pradier-Fod^^,     II.     No.     845.  I^an  it  already  owns,  mileefl  some 

Clatue  (p.  222)  and  others  oppose  treaty  arrangement  preclodes  it 

this  sound  statement  likewise.  from  so  doing.  It  has  been  asserted 

*  There  is  no  donbt  that  no  full-  (Fanohille,  in  B.G.  IL  ^.  427)  that 

Sovereign  State  is,  as  a  rale,  pre-  a  neutralised  State  is  ipio  faeio 
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can  acquire  State  territory.  But  the  acquisition  of 
territory  by  an  existing  State  and  member  of  the 
Family  of  Nations  must  not  be  confounded,  first, 
with  the  foundation  of  a  new  State,  and,  secondly, 
with  the  acquisition  of  such  territory  and  sovereignty 
over  it  by  private  individuals  or  corporations  as  lies 
outside  the  dominion  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 

(i)  Whenever  a  multitude  of  individuals,  living 
on  or  entering  into  such  a  part  of  the  surface  of  the 
globe  as  does  not  belong  to  the  territory  of  any 
member  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  constitute  them- 
selves as  a  State  and  nation  on  that  part  of  the  globe, 
a  new  State  comes  into  existence.  This  State  is  not, 
by  reason  of  its  birth,  a  member  of  the  Family  of 
Nations.  The  formation  of  a  new  State  is,  as  will  be 
remembered  from  former  statements,^  a  matter  of 
fact,  and  not  of  law.  It  is  through  recognition, 
which  is  a  matter  of  law,  that  such  new  State  becomes 
a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations  and  a  subject  of 
Intemational  Law.  As  soon  as  recognition  is  given, 
the  new  State's  territory  is  recognised  as  the 
territory  of  a  subject  of  Intemational  Law,  and  it 
matters  not  how  this  territory  was  acquired  before 
the  recognition. 

(2)  Not  essentially  different  is  the  case  in  which 
a  private  individual  or  a  corporation  acquires  land 
with  sovereignty  over  it  in  countries  which  are  not 
under  the  territorial  supremacy  of  a  member  of  the 
Family  of  Nations.    The    actual  proceeding  in  all 


by  its  neutralisation  prevented 
from  aeqturing  territory.  But 
this  is  certainly  wron^  in  its 
generality,  although  territory  ae- 
qnired  by  a  neutralised  State 
would  not  ipso  fcioto  have  the 
oharaoter  of  neutralised  territorv, 
and  although  it  is  quite  possible 


that  the  Powers  would  intervene 
and  prevent  such  neutralised 
State  from  acquiring  a  certain 
piece  of  land  because  such  acqui- 
sition might  endanger  the  per- 
manent neutrality  of  the  said 
State.  (See  Bivier,  L  p.  172.) 
^  See  above,  §  71. 
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such  cases  is  that  all  such  acquisition  is  made  either 
by  occupation  of  hitherto  uninhabited  land,  for 
instance  an  island,  or  by  cession  from  a  native 
tribe  living  on  the  land.  Acquisition  of  territory 
and  sovereignty  thereon  in  such  cases  takes  place 
outside  the  dominion  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  and  the 
rules  of  this  law,  therefore,  cannot  be  applied. 
If  the  individual  or  corporation  which  has  made 
the  acquisition  requires  protection  by  the  Law  of 
Nations,  they  must  either  declare  a  new  State  to  be 
in  existence  and  ask  for  its  recognition  by  the 
Powers,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Congo  Free  State,*  or 
they  must  ask  a  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations  to 
acknowledge  the  acquisition  as  made  on  its  behalf.^ 

§  210.  No    unanimity  exists    among    writers   on  Former 
the  Law  of  Nations  with  regard  to  the   modes   of  S>^^! 
acquiring  territory  on  the  part  of  the  members  of  the  ^  ^J" 
Family  of  Nations.     The  topic  owes  its  controversial  Territory. 
character  to  the  fact  that  the  conception  of  State 
territory  has  undergone  a  great  change  since  the 
appearance  of  the  science  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 
When  Grotius  created  that  science,  State  territory 
used  to  be  stiU,  as  in  the  Middle  Ages,  more  or  less 
identified  with  the  private  property  of  the  monarch 
of  the  State.     Orotius  and  his  followers  applied, 
therefore,  the  rules  of  Boman  Law  concerning  the 
acquisition  of  private  property  to  the  acquisition  of 

territory    by    States.^      As    nowadays,    as    far    as 

• 

^  See  above,  $  loi.    The  case  '  The  matter  is  treated  with 

of  Sir  James  Brooke,  who  aoqtiired  great  lucidity  by  Heimbnxger,  pp. 

in  1 841  Sarawak,  in  North  Borneo,  44-77,  who  defends  the  opinion 

and   established  an  independent  represented   in  the  text  against 

State  ttiere,  whose  Soyereign  he  Sir  Travers  Twiss  (I.  Preface,  p. 

beoame,  may  also  be  cited.    Sara-  z. ;  also  in  B.L  zv.  p.  547,  and 

/   wak  is  mider  English  protectorate,  zvi.  p.    237)  and  other  writers. 

^    but  the  successor  of  Sir  James  See  also  Ullmann,  §  82. 

Brooke  is  still  recognised  as  Sove-  *  See  above,  §  i68.     The  dis- 

reign.  tinction  between  wiperium  and 
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International  Law  is  concerned,  every  analogy  to 
private  property  has  disappeared  from  the  conception 
of  State  territory,  the  acquisition  of  territoiy  by  a 
State  can  mean  nothing  else  than  the  acquisition  of 
sovereignty  over  such  territory.  It  is  obvious  that 
under  these  circumstances  the  rules  of  Boman  Law 
concerning  the  acquisition  of  private  property  can 
no  longer  be  applied.  Yet  the  fact  that  they  have 
been  applied  in  the  past  has  left  traces  which  can 
hardly  be  obliterated;  and  they  need  not  be 
obliterated,  since  they  contain  a  good  deal  of  truth  in 
agreement  with  the  actual  facts.  But  the  different 
modes  of  acquiring  territory  must  be  taken  from  the 
real  practice  of  the  States,  and  not  from  Boman  Law, 
although  the  latter's  terminology  and  common-sense 
basis  may  be  made  use  of. 
wut  §  211.  states  as  living  organisms  grow  and  de- 

Modes  of  crease  in  territory.  If  the  historical  facts  are  taken 
tion  of  into  consideration,  different  reasons  may  be  found  to 
there  are.  accouut  for  the  exercise  of  sovereignty  by  a  State 
over  the  diflferent  sections  of  its  territory.  One 
section  may  have  been  ceded  by  another  State, 
another  section  may  have  come  into  the  possession 
of  the  owner  in  consequence  of  accretion,  a  third 
through  subjugation,  a  fourth  through  occupation  of 
no  State's  land.  As  regards  a  fifth  section,  a  State 
may  say  that  it  has  exercised  its  sovereignty  over  the 
same  for  so  long  a  period  that  the  fact  of  having 
had  it  in  undisturbed  possession  is  a  sufficient  title  of 
ownership.  Accordingly,  five  modes  of  acquiring 
territory  may  be  distinguished,  namely:  cession, 
occupation,  accretion,  subjugation,  and  prescription. 

dofiMfiUMn  in  Seneca's  ({ic^m  that  it,  but  the  conBeqnences  thereof 
<*  omnia  rex  imperio  poeddet,  sin-  were  nevertheless  not  deducecL 
gnli  dominio  '*  was  weU  known,  (See  Westlake,  Chapters,  pp.  isl- 
and Grotinsy  II.  c.  3,  §  4,  qnotes  133,  and  Westlake,  I.  pp.  84-88.) 
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Most  writers  recognise  these  five  modes.  Some, 
however,  do  not  recognise  prescription ;  some  assert 
that  accretion  creates  nothing  else  than  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  territory  of  a  State;  and  some  do  not 
recognise  subjugation  at  all,  or  declare  it  to  be  only 
a  special  case  of  occupation.  It  is  for  these  reasons 
that  some  writers  recognise  only  two  or  three  *  modes 
of  acquiring  territory.  Be  that  as  it  may,  all  modes, 
besides  the  five  mentioned,  enumerated  by  some 
writers,  are  in  fact  not  special  modes,  but  only 
special  cases  of  cession.^ 

§  212.  The  modes  of  acquiring  territory  are  cor-  original 
rectly  divided   according  as  the  title  they  give  is  vatiye 
derived  from  the  title  of  a  prior  owner  State,  or  not.  Jf^^gf.' 
Cession  is  therefore  a  derivative  mode  of  acquisition,  tion. 
whereas  occupation,  accretion,  subjugation,  and  pre- 
scription are  original  modes. 

>  Thus,  Ullmann   (§    81)  and  >  See    below,    §    216.      Such 

Gareis  (§  70)  recognise  cession  and  alleged  special  modes   are  sale, 

occupation  only,  whereas  Helm-  exchange,  gift,  marriage  contract, 

burger  (pp.  106-1 10)  and  Holtzen-  testamentary  disposition,  and  the 

dorff  (11.  p.  254)  recognise  cession,  like, 
occupation,  and  accretion  only. 
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xn 

Cession 

Hall,  J  35--Lawrence,  S  97 — Phillimore,  L  SJ  252-273 — ^Twiss,  I.  J  138 
— ^Walker,  §  10— Halleok,  I.  pp.  154-157 — ^Taylor,  §  227 — Blnntsohli, 
a  285-287— Hartmann,  i  61— Hefiler,  {}  69  and  182— Holtzendorff 
in  Holtzendor£E^  II.  pp.  269-274~Garei8,  $  70— Liszt,  S  10 — 
Ullmann,  {§  86-87— BonfilB,No8.  364-371 — Despagnet,  Nos.  391- 
400— Fradier-Fod^r^,  11.  Nob.  817-819 — Bivier,  I.  pp.  197-217 — 
Calvo,  L  §  266— Fiore,  II.  §§  86o-86i-~Marten8,  I.  S  91— Heim- 
borger,  '*  Der  Erwerb  der  Gebietshoheit "  (1888)  pp.  1 10-120. 

Conoep.  §  2 1 3.  Cession  of  State  territory  is  the  transfer  ol 
Mdon  of  sovereignty  over  State  territory  by  the  owner  State 
state  to  another  State.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that 
such  cession  is  possible  according  to  the  Law  of 
Nations,  and  history  presents  innumerable  examples 
of  such  transfer  of  sovereignty.  The  Constitutional 
Law  of  the  different  States  may  or  may  not  lay 
down  special  rules  ^  for  the  transfer  or  acquisition  of 
territory.  Such  rules  can  have  no  direct  influence 
upon  the  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations  concerning 
cession,  since  Municipal  Law  can  neither  aboHsh 
existing  nor  create  new  rules  of  International  Law.^ 
But  if  such  municipal  rules  contain  constitutional 
restrictions  of  the  Government  with  regard  to  cession 
of  territory,  these  restrictions  are  so  far  important 
that  such  treaties  of  cession  concluded  by  heads  ot 
States  or  Governments  as  violate  these  restrictions 
are  not  binding.^ 

§  214.  Since  cession  is  a  bilateral  transaction, 
it  has  two  subjects — namely,  the  ceding  and  the 
acquiring  State.  Both  subjects  must  be  States,  and 
only  those  cessions  in  which  both  subjects  are  States 

1  See  above,  §  168.  *  See  above,  $  21. 

3  See  below,  §  497. 
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are  a  concern  of  the  Law  of  Nations.  Cessions  of 
territory  made  to  private  persons  and  to  corporations  ^ 
by  native  tribes  or  by  States  outside  the  dominion  of 
the  Law  of  Nations  do  not  fall  within  the  sphere  of 
Litemational  Law,  neither  do  cessions  of  territory 
by  native  tribes  made  to  States  ^  which  are  members 
of  the  Family  of  Nations.  On  the  other  hand, 
cession  of  territory  made  to  a  member  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  by  a  State  as  yet  outside  that  family  is 
real  cession  and  a  concern  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 
since  such  State  becomes  through  the  treaty  of 
cession  in  some  respects  a  member  of  that  family.^ 

§  215.  The  object  of  cession  is  sovereignty  over  object  of 
such  territory  as  has  hitherto  already  belonged  to  ®®^®'*- 
another  State.  As  far  as  the  Law  of  Nations  is  con- 
cerned, every  State  as  a  rule  can  cede  a  part  of  its 
territory  to  another  State,  or  by  ceding  the  whole  of 
its  territory  can  even  totally  merge  in  another  State. 
However,  since  certain  parts  of  State  territory,  as  for 
instance  rivers  and  the  maritime  belt,  are  inalienable 
appurtenances  of  the  land,  they  cannot  be  ceded 
without  a  piece  of  land.* 

The  controverted  question  whether  permanently 
neutralised  parts  of  a  not  permanently  neutralised 
State  can  be  ceded  to  another  State  must  be 
answered  in  the  affirmative,^  although  the  Powers 
certainly  can  exercise  an  intervention  by  right. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  permanently  neutralised  State 
could  not,  except  in  the  case  of  mere  frontier  regu- 
lation, cede  a  part  of  its  neutralised  territory  to 
another  State  without  the  consent  of  the  Powers. 
Nor  could  a  State  under  suzerainty  or  protectorate 

^  See  above,  $  209,  No.  2.  '  ll^us  in  i860  Sardinia  ceded 

'  See  below,  $§221  and  222,  her    neutralised     provinces     of 

'  See  above,  $  103.  Chablais  and  Fanoigny  to  France. 

*  See  above,  §§  i75  and  185.  (See  above,  $  207.) 
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cede  a  part  or  the  whole  of  its  territory  to  a  third 
State  without  the  consent  of  the  superior  State. 
Thus,  the  Ionian  Islands  could  not  m  1863  have 
merged  in  Greece  without  the  consent  of  Great 
Britain,  which  exercised  a  protectorate  over  these 
islands. 
Form  of  §2i6.  The  Only  form  in  which  a  cession  can  be 
^»^^<«^  effected  is  an  agreement  embodied  in  a  treaty 
between  the  ceding  and  the  acquiring  State.  Such 
treaty  may  be  the  outcome  of  peaceable  negotiations 
or  of  war,  and  the  cession  may  be  one  with  or  without 
compensation. 

If  a  cession  of  territory  is  the  outcome  of  war,  it 
is  the  treaty  of  peace  which  stipulates  the  cession 
among  its  other  provisions.  Such  cession  is  regu- 
larly one  without  compensation,  although  certain 
duties  may  be  imposed  upon  the  acquiring  State,  as, 
for  instance,  of  taking  over  a  part  of  the  debts  of 
the  ceding  State  corresponding  to  the  extent  and 
importance  of  the  ceded  territory,  or  that  of  giving 
the  individuals  domiciled  on  the  ceded  territory 
the  option  to  retain  their  old  citizenship  or,  at  least, 
to  emigrate. 

Cessions  which  are  the  outcome  of  peaceable 
negotiations  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  interested 
States  from  different  motives  and  for  different  pur- 
poses. Thus  Austria,  during  war  with  Prussia  and 
Italy  in  1 866,  ceded  Venice  to  France  as  a  gift,  and 
some  weeks  afterwards  Prance  on  her  part  ceded 
Venice  to  Italy.  The  Duchy  of  Courland  ceded  in 
1795  its  whole  territory  to  and  voluntarily  merged 
thereby  in  Bussia,  and  in  the  same  way  the  then  Ftee 
Town  of  Mulhouse  merged  in  Prance  in  1 798. 

Cessions  have  in  the  past  often  been  effected  by 
transactions  which  are  analogous  to  transactions  in 
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private  business  life.  As  long  as  absolutism  was 
reigning  over  Europe^  it  was  not  at  all  rare  for 
territory  to  be  ceded  in  marriage  contracts  or  by 
testamentary  diapoaitiana}  In  the  interest  of  frontier 
regulations,  but  also  for  other  purposes,  exchanges  of 
territory  frequently  take  place.  Sale  of  territory  is 
quite  usual ;  as  late  as  1 868  Bussia  sold  her  territory 
in  America  to  the  United  States  for  7,200,000  dollars, 
and  in  1899  Spain  sold  the  Caroline  Islands  to 
Germany  for  25,000,000  pesetas.  Pledge  and  lease 
are  also  made  use  of.  Thus,  the  then  BepubUc  of 
Genoa  pledged  Corsica  to  France  in  1768,  Sweden 
pledged  Wismar  to  Mecklenburg  in  1803 «  China 
leased  in  1898  Ejiaochau  to  Germany,  Wei-Hai-Wei 
and  the  land  opposite  the  island  of  Hong  Kong  to 
Great  Britain,  and  Fort  Arthur  to  Bussia.^ 

Whatever  may  be  the  motive  and  the  purpose  of 

i  Phillimore,  I.  §§  274-276,  enn-  that  we  bequeath  and  transmit  to 

merates  many  examples  of  such  Belgium,  alter  our  deatib,  all  our 

cession.     Th»  question    whether  sovereign    rights   to    the    Congo 

the  monarch  of  a  State  under  abso-  Free  State,  such   as  have  been 

lute  government  could  nowadays  recognised   by   the    declarations, 

by  a  testamentary  disposition  cede  conventions,  and  treaties,  drawn 

territory  to  anouier  State  must,  up  since  1884,  on  the  one  hand 

I    believe,  be   answered   in    the  between  the  International  Asso- 

affirmative.     The  case  may  be-  ciation  of  the  Oongo,  and,  on  the 

come  practical  after  the  death  of  other  hand,  the  Free  State,  as  well 

King  Leopold  II.  of  Belgium,  who  as  ail  the  property,  rights,  and 

made     in    1889     the    following  advantages  accruing   from   such 

''  will : "  sovereignty.    Until  such  time  as 

'*  We,  Leopold  II.,  King  of  the  the  Legislature  of  Belgium  shall 

Belgians,  Sovereign  of  the  Congo  have  stated  its  intentions  as  to 

Free  State,  wishing  to  assure  to  the  acceptance    of    these   dispo- 

our  beloved  oounti^  the  fruits  of  sitions,  the  sovereignty  shall  be 

the  work  we  have  for  a  long  time  exercised  collectively  by  the  coun- 

prosecuted  in    the    African   con-  cU  of  three  administrators  of  the 

tinent,   with   the   generous    and  Free  State  and  by  the  G-ovemor- 

devoted  assistance  of  many  Bel-  GeneraL** 

gians;  in  the  conviction  that  we  ^  See    above,    §  171,    No.    3. 

shaU  thus  contribute  to  secure  for  Cession  may  also  take  place  under 

Belgiumysheherself  being  willing,  the    disguise    of    an    agreement 

the  necessary  outlets  for  her  com-  according  to  which  territory  comes 

merce,    and    shall     open    fresh  under  the  *'  administration  *'  of  a 

channels    of    industry    for    her  foreign  State.    (See  above,  §  171, 

children,  declare  by  these  presents  No.  2.) 
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Territoiy. 


Veto  of 

third 

Powers. 


the  transaction,  and  whatever  may  be  the  compen- 
sation, if  any,  for  the  cession,  the  ceded  territory  is 
transferred  to  the  new  sovereign  with  all  the  inter- 
national obligations^  locally  connected  with  the 
territory  {Res  transit  cum  sua  onere^  and  Nemo  plus  juris 
tran^ferre  potest^  quam  ipse  habet). 

§  217.  The  treaty  of  cession  must  be  followed  by 
actual  tradition  of  the  territory  to  the  new  owner 
State,  unless  such  territory  is  already  occupied  by 
the  new  owner,  as  in  the  case  where  the  cession  is 
the  outcome  of  war  and  the  ceded  territory  has  been 
during  such  war  in  the  military  occupation  of  the 
State  to  which  it  is  now  ceded.  But  the  validity  of 
the  cession  does  not  depend  upon  tradition,^  the 
cession  being  completed  by  ratification  of  the  treaty 
of  cession,  and  the  capability  of  the  new  owner  to 
cede  the  acquired  territory  to  a  third  State  at  once 
without  takmg  actual  possession  of  it.^  But  of 
course  the  new  owner  State  cannot  exercise  its  terri- 
torial supremacy  thereon  untU  it  has  taken  physical 
possession  of  the  ceded  territory. 

§  218.  As  a  rule,  no  third  Power  has  the  right  of 
veto  with  regard  to  a  cession  of  territory.  Exception- 
ally, however,  such  right  may  exist ;  it  may  be  that  a 
third  Power  has  by  a  previous  treaty  acquired  a 
right  of  pre-emption  concerning  the  ceded  territory, 
or  that  some  early  treaty  has  created  another 
obstacle  to  the  cession,  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case 
of  permanently  neutraUsed  parts  of  a  not-permanently 


^  How  far  a  BucceBsion  of  States 
takes  place  in  the  case  of  cession 
of  territory  has  been  discussed 
above,  §  84. 

s  This  is  controversial.  Many 
writers — see,  for  instance,  Bivier, 
I.   p.    203 — oppose    the    opinion 


presented  in  the  text. 

'  Thus  France,  to  which  Austria 
ceded  in  1859  Lombardy,  ceded 
this  territorv  on  her  part  to 
Sardinia  without  previously  hav- 
ing actually  taken  poesession  of  it. 
(See  UUmann,  §  86.) 
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neutralised  State.^  And  the  Powers  have  certainly 
the  right  of  veto  in  case  a  permanently  neutralised 
state  iesires  to  mo^e  i  Jlerritory  'by  «q»iriBg 
land  through  cession  from  another  State.^  But  even 
where  no  right  of  veto  exists,  a  third  Power  might 
intervene  for  political  reasons.  For  there  is  no  duty 
on  the  part  of  third  States  to  acquiesce  in  such 
cessions  of  territory  as  endanger  the  balance  of 
power  or  are  otherwise  of  vital  importance.^  And 
a  strong  State  will  practically  always  interfere  in 
case  a  cession  of  such  kind  is  agreed  upon  as  menaces 
its  vital  interests.  Thus,  when  in  1867  the  then 
reigning  King  of  Holland  proposed  to  sell  Luxem- 
burg  to  France,  the  North  German  Confederation 
intervened,  and  the  cession  was  not  effected,  but 
Luxemburg  became  permanently  neutralised. 

§219.  As  the  object  of  cession  is  sovereignty  Piebisdte 
over  the  ceded  territory,  all  such  individuals  domi-  Sn.^^ 
cUed  thereon  as  are  subjects  of  the  ceding  State 
become  ipso  facto  by  the  cession  subjects  of  the 
acquiring  State.  The  hardship  involved  in  the  fact 
that  in  all  cases  of  cession  the  inhabitants  of  the 
territory  lose  their  old  citizenship  and  are  handed 
over  to  a  new  Sovereign  whether  they  like  it  or  not, 
has  created  a  movement  in  favour  of  the  claim  that 
no  cession  shall  be  valid  before  the  inhabitants  have 
by  a  plebiscite  *  given  their  consent  to  the  cession. 
And  several  treaties  ^  of  cession  concluded  during  the 
nineteenth  century  stipulate  that  the  cession  shall 
only  be  valid  provided  the  inhabitants  consent  to  it 

*  See  above,  §  215.  mnng  bei  Gebietsabtretongen  und 
'  See  above,  §  209.  Eroberangen  (1891) ;  Bonfils, 
'  See  above,  $  136.  No.    570;   Despagnet,  No.  400; 

*  See     Stoerk,      Option  tmd    Ullmaim,  $  87, 

Plebiscite  (1879)  ;Bivier,  I.  p.  204;  ^  See  Bivier,  L  p.  210,  where 
Freudenibal,    Die    Yolksabstim-    all  these  treaties  are  enumerated. 

VOL.  I.  T 
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through  a  plebiscite.  But  it  is  doubtful  whether  the 
Law  of  Nations  will  ever  make  it  a  condition  of  every 
cession  that  it  must  be  ratified  by  a  plebiscite.  The 
necessities  of  international  policy  may  now  and  then 
allow  or  even  demand  such  a  plebiscite,  but  in  most 
cases  they  will  not  allow  it. 

The  hardship  of  the  inhabitants  being  handed  over 
to  a  new  Sovereign  against  their  will  can  be  lessened 
by  a  stipulation  in  the  treaty  of  cession  binding  the 
acquiring  State  to  give  the  inhabitants  of  the  ceded 
territory  the  option  of  retaimng  their  old  citizenship 
on  making  an  express  declaration.  Many  treaties  of 
cession  concluded  during  the  second  half  of  the  nine- 
teenth century  contain  this  stipulation.  But  it  must 
be  emphasised  that,  failing  a  stipulation  expressly 
forbidding  it,  the  acquiring  State  may  expel  those 
inhabitants  who  have  made  use  of  the  option  and 
retained  their  old  citizenship,  since  otherwise  the 
whole  population  of  the  ceded  territory  might 
actually  consist  of  foreigners  and  endanger  the  safety 
of  the  acquiring  State.  The  option  to  emigrate 
within  a  certain  period,  which  is  frequently  stipu- 
lated in  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  terri- 
tory, is  another  means  of  averting  the  charge  that 
inhabitants  are  handed  over  to  a  new  Sovereign 
against  their  will.  Thus  article  2  of  the  Peace  Treaty 
of  Frankfort,  1871,  which  ended  the  Franco-German 
war,  stipulated  that  the  French  inhabitants  of  the 
ceded  territory  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine  should  up  to 
October  i,  1872,  enjoy  the  privilege  of  transferring 
their  domicile  from  the  ceded  territory  to  French  soil.^ 

^  The      important       qnestion  ceauon  sabjects  of  the  aoqmxing 

whether  sabjeotB  of  the  oeding  State,  most,  I  think,  be  answered 

States  who  are  bom  on  the  ceded  in     the     negative.      Therefore, 

territory  bnt  have  their  domioile  Frenchmen  TOm  in  Alsace  but 

abroad  become  ipto  faeto  by  the  domiciled    at   the   time   of  the 


OCCUPATION  275 


xm 

Occupation 

Hall,  55  32-34— Wesdake,  I.  pp.  96-1 11,  1 19-133— Lawrence,  fj  92- 
9(S— Fhillimore,  I.  55  236-250— Twiss,  I.  $5  11S-126— Halleck,  L 
p.  154— Taylor,  55  221-224— Walker,  5  9— Wharton,  I.  5  2— 
Wheaton,  §5  165-174— Blontflohli,  5$  278-283— Hartmann,  5  61— 
Hefiter,  5  7o — ^Hdtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  II.  pp.  255-266— 
Oareis,  5  70— Liszt,  5  10— Ullmann,  55  82-85— Bonfils,  Nob.  536- 
563— Despagnet,  Nos.  401-409— Pradier-Fod^r^,  II.  Nos.  784-802 
— Bivier,  I.  pp.  188-197— Calvo,  L  55  266-282— Flore,  11.  NO0. 841- 
849— Martens,  I.  5  90— Tartarin,  *<  Traits  de  rocoupation"  (1873) 
— ^Westlake,  Chaptersi  pp.  155-187 — ^Heimbnrger,  "Der  Erwerb 
der  Gebietshoheit "  (1888),  pp.  103-155— Salomon,  **  L'oooupation 
des  territoires  sans  maltre"  (1889) — Jdze,  '<£tade  th^rique  et 
pratiqae  sor  rooenpation,  etc."  (1896). 

§  220.  Occupation  is  the  act  of  appropriation  by  Oonoep. 
a  State  through  which  it  intentionally  acquires  sove-  occupa- 
reignty  over  such  territory  as  is  at  the  time  not  *^®"- 
under  the  sovereignty  of  another  State.  Occupation 
as  a  mode  of  acquisition  differs  from  subjugation  ^ 
chiefly  in  so  far  as  the  conquered  and  afterwards 
annexed  territory  has  hitherto  belonged  to  another 
State.  Again,  occupation  differs  from  cession  in  so 
far  as  through  cession  the  acquiring  State  receives 
sovereignty  over  the  respective  territory  from  the 
former  owner  State.  In  contradistinction  to  cession, 
which  is  a  derivative  mode  of  acquisition,  occupa- 
tion is  therefore  an  original  mode.  And  it  must  be 
emphasised  that  occupation  can  only  take  place  by 
and  for  a  State  ;  ^  it  must  be  a  State  act,  that  is,  it 
must  be  performed  in  the  service  of  a  State,  or  it 
must  be  acknowledged  by  a  State  after  its  per- 
formance. 

cession  in  Great  Britain,  have  not  ^  See  below,  $  236. 
lost  their  French  citizenship  *  See  above,  {  209. 
throng  the  cession. 
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a^eeioT  §221.  Only  such  territoiy  can  be  the  object  of 
fiom  occupation  as  is  no  State's  land,  whether  entirely 
uninhabited,  as  e.g.  an  island,  or  iohabited  by  natives 
whose  conununity  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  State. 
Even  civiUsed  individuals  may  live  and  have  private 
property  on  a  territory  without  any  union  by  them 
into  a  State  proper  which  exercises  sovereignty  over 
such  territory.  And  natives  may  live  on  a  territory 
under  a  tribal  organisation  which  need  not  be  con- 
sidered a  State  proper.  But  a  part  or  the  whole  of 
the  territory  of  any  State,  even  although  such  State 
is  entirely  outside  the  Family  of  Nations,  is  not  a 
possible  object  of  occupation,  and  it  can  only  be 
acquired  through  cession^  or  subjugation.  On  the 
other  hand,  a  territory  which  belonged  at  one  time 
to  a  State  but  has  been  afterwards  abandoned,  is  a 
possible  object  for  occupation  on  the  part  of  another 
State.2 

Oooopft-  §  222.  Theory  and  practice  agree  nowadays  upon 
^MtodT  *^®  ^®  ^^^^  occupation  is  effected  through  ta^ng 
possession  of  and  establishing  an  administration  over 
the  territory  in  the  name  of  and  for  the  acquiring 
State.  Occupation  thus  effected  is  real  occupation, 
and,  in  contradistinction  to  "  fictitious  "  occupation, 
is  named  "effective"  occupation.  Possession  and 
administration  are  the  two  essential  facts  that  con- 
stitute an  effective  occupation. 

(i)  The  territory  must  really  be  taken  into 
possession  by  the  occupying  State.  For  this  pur- 
pose it  is  necessary  that  the  respective  State  has 
taken  the  territory  under  its  sway  {corpus)  with  the 
intention  to  acquire  sovereignty  over  it  {animus). 
This  can  only  be  done  by  a  settlement  on  the 
territory  accompanied  by   some  formal  act  which 

^  See  above,  §  210.  '  See  below,  §{  228  and  247. 
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announces  both  that  the  territory  has  been  taken 
possession  of  and  that  the  possessor  intends  to  keep  it 
under  his  sovereignty.  The  necessary  formal  act  is 
usually  performed  either  by  the  publication  of  a  pro- 
clamation or  by  the  hoisting  of  a  flag.  But  such 
formal  act  by  itself  constitutes  fictitious  occupation 
only,  unless  there  is  left  on  the  territory  a  settlement 
which  is  able  to  keep  up  the  authority  of  the  flag. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  irrelevant  whether  or'  not 
some  agreement  is  made  with  the  natives  by  which 
they  submit  themselves  to  the  sway  of  the  occupying 
State.  Any  such  agreement  is  usually  neither  under- 
stood nor  appreciated  by  them,  and  even  if  the 
natives  really  do  understand  the  meaning,  such  agree- 
ments have  a  moral  value  only.^ 

(2)  After  having,  in  the  aforementioned  way,  taken 
possession  of  a  territory,  the  possessor  must  esta- 
blish some  kind  of  administration  thereon  which 
shows  that  the  territory  is  reaUy  governed  by  the 
new  possessor.  If  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
act  of  taking  possession  the  possessor  does  not 
establish  some  responsible  authority  which  exercises 
governing  functions,  there  is  then  no  effective  occu- 
pation, since  in  fact  no  sovereignty  of  a  State  is 
exercised  over  the  territory. 

§  223.  In    former    times   the    two   conditions  of  inohoate 
possession  and  administration  which  now  make  the  S^v'iy. 
occupation  effective  were  not  considered  necessary 
for  the  acquisition  of  territory  through  occupation. 
In  the  age  of  the  discoveries.  States  maintained  that 
the  fact  of  discovering  a  hitherto  unknown  territory  , 

^  If  an  agreement  with  natives  quite  UBual  to  obtain  a  oession 

were  legally  important,  the  respec-  from  a  native  chief,  this  is,  never- 

tive  territory  would  be  acquired  theless,  not  cession  in  the  technical 

by  cession,  and  not  by  occupation,  sense  of  the  term  in  International 

But    although    it    is    nowadays  Law;  see  above,  §  214. 
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was  sufficient  reason  for  considering  it  as  acquired 
through  occupation  by  the  State  in  whose  service  the 
discoverer  made  his  explorations.  And  although  later 
on  a  real  taking  possession  of  the  territory  was  con- 
sidered necessary  for  its  occupation,  it  was  not  until 
the  eighteenth  century  that  the  writers  on  the  Law 
of  Nations  postulated  an  eff^ective  occupation  as  neces- 
sary,^ and  it  was  not  until  the  nineteenth  century 
that  the  practice  of  the  States  accorded  with  this 
postulate.  But  although  nowadays  discovery  does 
not  constitute  acquisition  through  occupation,  it  is 
nevertheless  not  without  importance.  It  is  agreed 
that  discovery  gives  to  the  State  in  whose  service  it 
was  made  an  inchoate  title ;  it  ^*  acts  as  a  temporary 
bar  to  occupation  by  another  State  "  ^  within  such 
a  period  as  is  reasonably  sufficient  for  effectively 
occupying  the  discovered  territory.  If  such  period 
lapses  without  any  attempt  by  the  discovering  State 
to  turn  its  inchoate  title  into  a  real  title  of  occupation, 
such  inchoate  title  perishes,  and  any  other  State  can 
now  acquire  the  territory  by  means  of  an  effective 
occupation. 
Notifioa-  §  224.  No  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  exists  which 
o^upj^.  makes  notification  of  occupation  to  other  Powers  a 
tion  to  necessary  condition  of  its  validity.  But  as  regards 
Powers,  all  future  occupations  on  the  African  continent 
the  Powers  assembled  at  the  Berlin  Congo  Con- 
ference in  1 884- 1 885  have  by  article  34  of  the 
General  Act  of  this  Conference  stipulated  that 
occupation  shall  be  notified  to  one  another,  so  that 
such  notification  is  now  a  condition  of  the  validity 
of  an  occupation  in  Africa.  And  there  is  no  doubt 
that  in  time  this  rule  will  either  by  custom  or  by 

^  8ee  Vattel,  I.  $  208.  '  Thus  Hall,  §  32. 
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treaty  be  extended  from  occupations  in  Africa  to 
occupations  everywhere  else. 

§  225.  Since  an  occupation  is  valid  only  if  effective,  Extent  oi 
it  is  obvious  that  the  extent  of  an  occupation  ought  tion^^ 
only  to  reach  over  so  much  territory  as  is  effectively 
occupied.  In  practice,  however,  the  interested  States 
have  neither  in  the  past  nor  in  the  present  acted  in 
conformity  with  such  a  rule ;  on  the  contrary,  they 
have  always  tried  to  attribute  to  their  occupation 
a  much  wider  area.  Thus  it  has  been  maintained 
that  an  effective  occupation  of  the  land  at  the  mouth 
of  a  river  is  sufficient  to  bring  under  the  sovereignty 
of  the  occupying  State  the  whole  territory  through 
which  such  river  and  its  tributaries  run  up  to  the 
very  crest  of  the  watershed.^  Again,  it  has  been 
maintained  that,  when  a  coast  line  has  been  effectively 
occupied,  the  extent  of  the  occupation  reaches  up  to 
the  watershed  of  all  such  rivers  as  empty  into  the 
coast  line.^  And  it  has,  thirdly,  been  asserted  that 
effective  occupation  of  a  territory  extends  the 
sovereignty  of  the  possessor  also  over  neighbouring 
territories  as  far  as  it  is  necessary  for  the  integrity, 
security,  and  defence  of  the  really  occupied  land.^ 
But  aU  these  and  other  fanciful  assertions  have  no 
basis  to  rest  upon.  In  truth,  no  general  rule  can\ 
be  laid  down  beyond  the  above,  that  occupation  j 
reaches  as  far  as  it  is  effective.  How  far  it  isj 
effective,  is  a  question  of  the  special  case.  It  is 
obvious  that  when  the  agent  of  a  State  takes  posses- 

^  Claim  of  the  United  States  in  ^  Claim  of  the  United  States  in 

the    Oregon    Bomidai]/    dispnte  their  dispute  with  Spain  conoeming 

(1827)  with  Great  Bntam.    See  the  boundary  of  Louisiana  (1803), 

Twiss,  I.  §§  126  and  127  and  his  approved  of  by  Twiss,  I.  §  I2q. 

"The     Oregon     Question     eza-  '  This  is  the  so-called ''right  of 

mined*'    (1046);    Phillimore,   I.  contiguity,"  approved  of  by  Twiss, 

S  250;  Hall,  {34.  I.  Sf  124  and  131. 
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don  of  a  territory  and  makes  a  settlement  on  a 
certain  spot  of  it,  he  intends  thereby  to  acquire  a 
vast  area  by  his  occupation.  Everythiog  depends, 
therefore,  upon  the  fact  how  far  around  the  settle- 
ment or  settlements  the  established  responsible 
authority  that  governs  the  territory  in  the  name  of 
the  possessor  succeeds  in  gradually  extendmg  the 
established  sovereignty.  The  payment  of  a  tribute 
on  the  part  of  tribes  settled  far  away,  the  fact  that 
flying  columns  of  the  military  or  the  poUce  sweep, 
when  necessary,  remote  spots,  and  many  other  facts, 
can  show  how  far  round  the  settlements  the  possessor 
is  really  able  to  assert  the  established  authority. 
But  it  will  always  be  difficult  to  mark  exactly  in  this 
way  the  boundary  of  an  effective  occupation,  since 
naturally  the  tendency  prevails  to  extend  the  sway 
constantly  and  gradually  over  a  wider  area.  It  is, 
therefore,  a  well-known  fact  that  disputes  concerning 
the  boundaries  of  occupations  can  only  rarely  be 
decided  on  the  basis  of  strict  law  ;  they  must  nearly 
always  be  compromised,  whether  by  a  treaty  or  by 
arbitration.^ 
ProtM-  §  226.  The  growing  desire  to  acquire  vast  tend- 

Praemor  tories  as  colonies  on  the  part  of  States  unable  to 
t/on**"^  occupy  effectively  such  territories  at  once  has,  in  the 
second  half  of  the  nineteenth  century,  led  to  the 
contracting  of  agreements  with  the  chiefs  of  natives 
inhabiting  unoccupied  territories,  by  which  these 
chiefs  commit  themselves  to  the  "protectorate"  of 
States  that  are  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations. 
These  so-called  protectorates  are  certahdy  not  pro- 
tectorates in  the  technical  sense  of  the  term  desig- 

^  The  Institute  of  International  tif  aox  oooupations  de  territoiree," 

Law,  in  1887,  at  its  meeting  in  comprising     ten     articles;     see 

Lausanne,  adopted  a  **  Projet  de  Annuaire  a.  p.  201. 
declaration    intemationale    rela- 
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nating  the  relation  that  exists  between  a  strong  and 
a  weak  State  through  a  treaty  by  which  the  weak 
State  surrenders  itself  into  the  protection  of  the 
strong  and  transfers  to  the  latter  the  management  of 
its  more  important  international  relations.^  Neither 
can  they  be  compared  with  the  protectorate  of 
members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  exercised  over 
such  non-Christian  States  as  are  outside  that  family,^ 
because  the  respective  chiefs  of  natives  are  not  the 
heads  of  States,  but  heads  of  tribal  communities 
only.  Such  agreements,  although  they  are  named 
"  iS-otectorates,"  are  nothing  else  than  steps  taken  to 
exclude  o'ther  Powers  from  occupying  the  respective 
territories.  They  give,  like  discovery,  an  inchoate  ^ 
title,  and  are  preparations  and  precursors  of  future 
occupations. 

§  227.  The  uncertainty  of  the  extent  of  an  occupa-  spheres  of 
tion  and  the  tendency  of  every  colonising  State  to  ^°^'^®°®®* 
extend  its  occupation  constantly  and  gradually  into 
the  interior,  the  "  Hinterland,"  of  an  occupied  terri- 
tory, has  led  several  States  which  have  colonies 
in  Africa  to  secure  for  themselves  "  spheres  of 
influence"  by  international  treaties  with  other  in- 
terested Powers.  Spheres  of  influence  are  therefore 
the  names  of  such  territories  as  are  exclusively 
reserved  for  future  occupation  on  the  part  of  a 
Power  which  has  effectively  occupied  adjoining 
territories.  In  this  way  disputes  are  avoided  for 
the  future,  and  the  interested  Powers  can  gradually 
extend  their  sovereignty  over  vast  territories  without 
coming  into  conflict  with  other  Powers.  Thus,  to 
give  some  examples.  Great  Britain  has  concluded 
treaties  regarding  spheres  of  influence  with  Portugal^ 

^  See  above,  §{92  and  93.  ^  See    Martensi    N.B.G.y    3nd 

'  See  above,  §  94.  ser.  XVIII.  p.  558. 
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in  1890,  with  Italy ^  in  1891,  with  Germany^  in  1886 
and  1890,  and  with  France'  in  1898.^ 
Conse-  §  228.  As  soon  as  a  territory  is  occupied  by  a 

M  ^e^  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  it  comes  within  the 
sphere  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  because  it  constitutes 
a  portion  of  the  territory  of  a  subject  of  Inter- 
national Law.  No  other  Power  can  acquire  it  here- 
after through  occupation,  unless  the  present  possessor 
has  either  intentionally  withdrawn  from  it  or  has 
been  successfully  driven  away  by  the  natives  without 
making  efforts,  or  without  capacity,  to  re-occupy  it.*^ 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Power  which  now  exercises 
sovereignty  over  the  occupied  territory  is  hereafter 
responsible  for  all  events  of  international  importance 
on  the  territory.  Such  Power  has  in  especial  to 
keep  up  a  certain  order  among  the  native  tribes  to 
restrain  them  from  acts  of  violence  against  neigh- 
bouring territories,  and  has  eventually  to  punish  them 
for  such  acts. 

A  question  of  some  importance  is  how  far  occupa- 
tion affects  private  property  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  occupied  territory.  As  according  to  the  modem 
conception  of  State  territory  the  latter  is  not  identical 
with  private  property  of  the  State,  occupation  brings 
a  territory  under  the  sovereignty  only  of  the  oc- 
cupying State,  and  therefore  in  no  wise  touches  or 
affects  existing  private  property  of  the  inhabitants. 
In  the  age  of  the  discoveries,  occupation  was  indeed 
considered  to  include  a  title  to  property  over  the 


^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 
XVIII.  p.  175. 

'  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd 
ser.  XII.  D.  298,  and  XVI.  p.  895. 

'  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 
XXIX.  p.  116. 

^  Proteotorates  and  Spheres  of 
Influence  are  exhaustivefy  treated 


in  Hall,  Foreign  Powers  and 
Jurisdiction  of  tiie  British  Grown, 
§§  92-100;  but  Hall  fails  to  dis- 
tinguish between  proteotorates 
over  Eastern  States  and  pro- 
tectorates over  native  tribes. 
^  See  below,  $  247. 
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whole  occupied  land,  but  nowadays  this  can  no 
longer  be  maintained.  If,  according  to  the  Munici- 
pal Law  of  a  State,  occupation  does  give  such  title 
to  property,  there  is  a  conflict  between  International 
and  Municipal  Law  which  ought  not  to  be  upheld.^ 


XIV 

Accretion 

Grotins,  XL  c.  8,  §§  8-16 — Hall,  §  37 — ^Lawrence,  §  100 — Phillimore,  I. 
§§  240-241— Twiss,  I.  $§  131  and  154— Bliintschli,  §§  294-295— 
Hartmann,  $  61 — ^Heffter,  $  69 — ^Holtzendorff  in  Holtzendorff,  11. 
pp.  266-268— Gareis,  $  20— IJazt,  $  10— XJUmann,  $  81 — Bonfils, 
No.  533— Despagnet,  No.  389— IVadier-Fod^r^,  II.  Nos.  803-816— 
Bivier,  I.  pp.  179-180— Calvo,  I.  §  266- Fiore,  II.  No.  852 — ^Martens, 
I.  §  90— Heimbnrger,  **D6r  Erwerb  der  Gebietshoheit '*  (1888), 
p.  107. 

§  229.  Accretion  is  the  name  for  the  increase  of  Oonoep- 
land  through  new  formations.  Such  new  formations  AccreL. 
may  be  a  modification  only  of  the  existing  State 
territory,  as,  for  instance,  where  an  island  rises 
within  such  river  or  a  part  of  it  as  is  totally  within 
the  territory  of  one  and  the  same  State ;  and  in  such 
case  there  is  no  increase  of  territory  to  correspond 
with  the  increase  of  land.  On  the  other  hand,  many 
new  formations  occur  which  really  do  enlarge  the 
territory  of  the  State  to  which  they  accrue,  as,  for 
instance,  where  an  island  rises  within  the  maritime 
belt.^  And  it  is  a  customary  rule  of  the  Law  of 
Nations  that  enlargement  of  territory,  if  any,  created 

^  See  above,  §§  20-25.  the  rise  of  an  island  within  the 

^  Those  writers  who,  as   Ull-  maritime  belt  the  extent  of  the 

mann,  §  81,  consider  accretion  a  latter  mnst  now  be  measured  from 

modification  only  of  the  existine  the  shore  of  such  island,  the  terri- 

territory,  overlook  this  second  kind  tory  of  the  respective    State  is 

of  new  formations.    Since  through  indeed  enlarged. 
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through  new  formations,  takes  place  ip9o  facto  by  the 
accretion,  without  the  State  concerned  taking  any 
special  step  for  the  purpose  of  extending  its  sove- 
reignty. Accretion  must  therefore  be  considered  as 
a  mode  of  acquiring  territory. 
DiiKerent  §  ^3^-  ^^^  formations  through  accretion  may  be 
kind*  of     artificial  or  natural.    They  are  artificial  if  they  are 

Aooration.  ^ 

the  outcome  of  human  work.  They  are  natural  if  they 
are  produced  through  the  operation  of  nature.  And 
withm  the  circle  of  natural  formations  difierent  kinds 
must  again  be  distinguished — ^namely,  alluvions, 
deltas,  new-bom  islands,  and  abandoned  river  beds. 
Artificuhi  §^3^*  Artificial  formations  are  embankments, 
Fonna-  brcakwatcrs,  dykes,  and  the  like,  built  along  the 
river  or  the  coast  line  of  the  sea.  As  such  artificial 
new  formations  along  the  bank  of  a  boundary  river 
may  more  or  less  push  the  volume  of  water  so  far  as 
to  encroach  upon  the  other  bank  of  the  river,  and  as 
no  State  is  allowed  to  alter  the  natural  condition  of 
its  own  territory  to  the  disadvantage  ^  of  the  natural 
conditions  of  a  neighbouring  State  territory,  a  State 
cannot  build  embankments,  and  the  like,  of  such 
kind  without  a  previous  agreement  with  the  neigh- 
bouring State.  But  every  riparian  State  of  the  sea 
may  construct  such  artificial  formations  as  far  into 
the  sea  beyond  the  low-water  mark  as  it  likes  and 
thereby  gain  considerably  in  land  and  also  in 
territory,  since  the  extent  of  the  at  least  three  miles 
wide  maritime  belt  is  now  to  be  measured  from  the 
extended  shore. 
Aiiuviong.  §232.  Alluvion  is  the  name  for  an  accession  of 
land  washed  up  on  the  sea-shore  or  on  a  river-bank 
by  the  waters.  Such  accession  is  as  a  rule  produced 
by  a  slow  and  gradual  process,  but  sometimes  also 

^  See  above,  §  127. 
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through  a  sudden  act  of  violence,  the  stream  detach- 
ing a  portion  of  the  soU  from  one  bank  of  a  river, 
carrying  it  over  to  the  other  bank,  and  embedding 
it  there  so  as  to  be  immovable  {armlsio).  Through 
alluvions  the  land  and  also  the  territory  of  a  State  may 
be  considerably  enlarged.  For,  if  the  alluvion  takes 
place  on  the  shore,  the  extent  of  the  territorial 
maritime  belt  is  now  to  be  measured  from  the 
extended  shore.  And,  if  the  alluvion  takes  place  on 
the  one  bank  of  a  boundary  river,  and  the  course  of 
the  river  is  thereby  naturally  so  altered  that  the 
waters  in  consequence  cover  a  part  of  the  other  bank, 
the  boundary  Hue,  which  runs  through  the  middle  or 
through  the  mid-channel,^  may  thereby  be  extended 
into  former  territory  of  the  other  riparian  State. 

§  233.  Similar  to  alluvions  are  Deltas.  Delta  is  Deltas, 
the  name  for  a  tract  of  land  at  the  mouth  of  a  river 
shaped  like  the  Greek  letter  A,  which  land  ow^s 
its  existence  to  a  gradual  deposit  by  the  river  of 
sand,  stones,  and  earth  on  one  particular  place  at  its 
mouth.  As  the  Deltas  are  continually  increasing,  the 
accession  of  land  they  produce  may  be  very  consider- 
able, and  such  accession  is,  according  to  the  Law  of 
Nations,  considered  an  accretion  to  the  land  of  the 
State  to  whose  territory  the  mouth  of  the  respective 
river  belongs,  although  the  Delta  may  be  formed  out- 
side the  territorial  maritime  belt.  It  is  evident  that 
in  the  latter  case  an  increase  of  territory  is  the  residt, 
since  the  at  least  three  miles  wide  maritime  belt  is 
now  to  be  measured  from  the  shore  of  the  Delta. 

§  234.  The  same  and  other  natural  processes  which  New-bom 
create  alluvions  on  the  shore  and  banks,  and  Deltas  ^     ** 
at  the  mouths  of  rivers,  lead  to  the  birth  of  new 
islands.     If  they  rise  on  the  High  Seas  outside  the 

^  See  above,  §  199,  No.  i. 
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territorial  maritime  belt^  they  are  no  State's  land 
and  may  be  acqnired  through  occupation  on  the 
part  of  any  State.  But  if  they  rise  in  rivers,  lakes, 
and  within  the  maritime  belt^  they  are,  according 
to  the  Law  of  Nations,  considered  accretions  to 
the  neighbouring  land.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
such  new  islands  in  boundary  rivers  as  rise  within 
the  boundary  line  of  one  of  the  ripariian  States 
accrue  to  the  land  of  such  State,  and  that,  cm  the 
other  hand,  such  islands  as  rise  upon  the  boundary 
line  are  divided  into  parts  by  it,  the  respective 
parts  accruing  to  the  bmd  of  the  ripariian  States 
concerned.  If  an  island  rises  within  the  territorial 
maritime  belt,  it  accrues  to  the  land  of  the  riparian 
State,  and  the  extent  of  the  maritime  belt  is  now 
to  be  measured  from  the  shore  of  the  new-bom 
island. 

An  iQustrative  example  ia  the  case^  of  the 
"Anna."  In  1805,  during  war  between  Qreat 
Britain  and  Spain,  the  British  privateer  "  Minerva '" 
captured  the  Spanish  vessel  "  Anna  "  near  the  mouth 
of  the  Biver  Mississippi.  When  brought  before  the 
British  Prize  Ciourt,  the  United  States  claimed  the 
captured  vessel  on  the  ground  that  she  was  captured 
within  the  American  territorial  maritime  belt.  Lord 
Stowell  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  this  claim, 
because,  although  it  appeared  that  the  capture  did 
actually  take  place  more  than  three  miles  off  the 
coast  of  the  continent,  the  place  of  capture  was 
within  three  miles  of  some  small  mud-islands  com- 
posed of  earth  and  trees  drifted  down  into  the 
sea. 
Aban.  ^  235.  It  happens  sometimes  that  a  river  aban- 

Biy«r.       dons  its  bed  entirely  or  dries  up  altogether.    K 

^  See  5  Bob.  373* 


bedi. 


AOOREnON  287 

such  river  was  a  boundary  river,  the  abandoned  bed 
is  now  the  natural  boundary.  But  often  the  old 
boundary  line  cannot  be  ascertained,  and  in  such 
cases  the  boundary  line  is  considered  to  run  through 
the  middle  of  the  abandoned  bed,  and  the  portions 
ipso  facto  accrue  to  the  land  of  the  riparian  States, 
although  the  territory  of  one  of  these  States  may 
become  thereby  enlarged,  and  that  of  the  other 
diminished. 


XV 
Subjugation 


Hall,  $$  204-205 — ^LawrencOi  §  98 — Halleok,  11.  pp.  467-498— Taylor, 
S  220— Walker,  $  ii—Wheaton,  $  165— Bluntaohli,  ff  287-2S9, 
701,  702— Heffter,  §  178— Liszt,  {  10— Ullnuum,  {{  81  and  169 
—BonfilB,  No.  535— Deepagiiet,  Nos.  395-398 —Bivier,  I.  pp.  181, 
182,  436-441— Calvo,  V.  5  3"7i  3"8— Piore,  IL  No.  863; 
III.  No.  1693 — Martens,  L  {  91 — Holtzendorff,  '^Eroberong  und 
Eroberongsreoht "  (1871) — ^Heimbnrger,  "  Der  Erwerb  der  Gebiets- 
hoheit"  (1888),  pp.  121-132— Weetlake  in  The  Law  Quarterly 
Review,  XVII.  (1901),  p.  392. 

§  236.  Conquest  is  the  taking  possession  of  enemy  Conoep- 
territory  through    military  force  in  time  of  war.  conquest 
Conquest  alone  does  not  ipso  facto  make  the  con-  "^^^' 
quering  State  the  sovereign  of  the  conquered  terri-  tion!'^" 
tory,  although  such  territory  comes  through  conquest 
for  the  time  under  the  sway   of   the    conqueror. 
Conquest  is  only  a  mode  of  acquisition  if  the  con- 
queror  has,    after    having    firmly    established  the 
conquest,  formally  annexed    the  territory.      Such 
annexation  makes  the  enemy  State  cease  to  exist 
and  brings  thereby  the  war  to  an  end.    And  as 
such  ending  of  war  is  named  subjugation,  it  is  con- 
quest followed  by  subjugation,   and  not  conquest 
alone,  which  gives  a  title  and  is  a  mode  of  acquiring 
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territory.^    It  is,  however,  quite  usual  to  speak  of 
conquest  as  a  title,    and    everybody    knows    that 
subjugation  after  conquest  is  thereby  meant.    But 
it  must  be  specially  mentioned  that,  if  a  belligerent 
conquers  a  part  of  the  enemy  territory  and  makes 
afterwards  the  vanquished  State  cede  the  conquered 
territory  in  the  treaty  of  peace,  the  mode  of  acquis- 
tion  is  not  subjugation  but  cession.^ 
subjuga.        §  237.  Some  writers  3  maintain  that  subjugation  is 
Contmdis-  Only  a  special  case  of  occupation,  because,  as  they 
ttMtion  to  assert,  through  conquest  the  enemy  territory  becomes 
tion.         no  State's  land  and  the  conqueror  can  acquire  it 
by  turning  his    military  occupation  into  absolute 
occupation.      Yet  this   opinion  cannot    be  upheld 
because  military  occupation,  which  is  conquest,  in 
no  way  makes    enemy    territory  no  State's   land. 
Conquered    enemy   territory,  although  actually  in 
possession  and  under  the  sway  of  the  conqueror, 
remains  legally  under  the  sovereignty  of  the  enemy 
until  through  annexation  it  comes  under  the  sove- 
reignty of  the   conqueror.     Annexation  turns   the 
conquest  into  subjugation.     It  is  the  very  annexa- 
tion which  uno  acta  makes  the   vanquished  State 
cease  to  exist  and  brings  the   territory  under  the 
conqueror's  sovereignty.    Thus  the  subjugated  terri- 
tory has    not    for   one    moment    been   no    State's 
land,  but  comes  from   the   enemy's  into  the  con- 
queror's sovereignty,  although  not  through  cession, 
but  through  annexation. 
Juatifioa.        §  238.  As  long  as  a  Law  of  Nations  has  been  in 
Subjuga.    existence,  the  States  as  well  as  the  vast  majority  of 
Mod^f*    writers  have  recognised  subjugation  as  a  mode  of 

AoqulBi-          I  Concerning    the     distinction  »  Holtzendorfif,     11.     p.    255 ; 

between  conquest  and  subjugationi  Ullmann,  §  81;   Heimburger,  p. 

see  below,  vol.  II.  $  264.  128 ;  Salomon,  p.  24. 
^  See  above,  §§  216  and  219. 
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acquiring  territory.  Its  justification  lies  in  the  fact 
that  war  is  a  contention  between  States  for  the 
purpose  of  overpowering  one  another.  States  which 
go  to  war  know  beforehand  that  they  risk  more  or 
less  their  very  existence,  and  that  it  may  be  a 
necessity  for  the  victor  to  annex  the  conquered 
enemy  territory,  be  it  in  the  interest  of  national 
unity  or  of  srf;ty  against  further  attacks,  or  for 
Other  reasons.  Maybe,  in  some  extremely  dim  and 
distant  future,  war  will  disappear,  but,  as  long  as 
war  exists,  subjugation  will  also  be  recognised.  If 
some  writers  ^  refuse  to  recognise  subjugation  at  all 
as  a  mode  of  acquiring  territory,  they  show  a  lack  of 
insight  into  the  historical  development  of  States  and 
nations. 

§  239.  Subjugation  is  as  a  rule  a  mode  of  acquir-  ^^^i'^ 
ing  the  entire  enemy  territory.    The  actual  process  whole  or 
is  regularly  that  the   victor  destroys   the    enemy  of  Enemy 
military    forces,    takes    possession    of   the    enemy  Territory. 
territory,  and  then  annexes  it,  although   the  head 
and  the  Government  of  the  extinguished  State  might 
have  fled,  might  protest,  and  still  keep  up  a  claim. 
Thus  after  the  war  with  Austria  and  her  aUies  in 
1866,    Prussia    subjugated    the    territories  of  the 
Duchy  of  Nassau,  the    Kingdom  of  Hanover,  the 
Electorate  of  Hesse-Cassel,  and  the  Free  Town  of 
Prankfort-on-the-Maine,    and    Great    Britain    sub- 
jugated in  1900  the  territories  of  the  Orange  Free 
State  and  the  South  African  Bepublic. 

But  it  is  possible,  although  it  wiU  nowadays  hardly 
occur,  for  a  State  to  conquer  and  annex  a  part  of 
enemy  territory,  whether  the  war  ends  by  a  Treaty 
of  Peace  in  which  the  vanquished  State,  without 

>  BonfUs,  No.  535 ;  Fiore,  II.  No.  863  luid  III.  No.  1693.     See  also 
Deepagnet,  Nob.  395-393. 

VOL.  I.  U 
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ceding  the  conquered  territoiy,  submits  silently '  to 
the  annexation,  or  by  simple  cessation  of  hostilities.^ 
It  must,  however,  be  emphasised  that  such  a  mode 
of  acquiring  a  part  of  enemy  territory  is  totally 
different  from  forcibly  taking  possession  of  a  part 
thereof  during  the  continuance  of  war.  Such  a  con- 
quest, although  the  conqueror  may  intend  to  keep 
the  conquered  territory  and  therefore  annex  it,  is 
not  a  title  as  long  as  the  war  has  not  terminated 
either  actually  through  simple  cessation  of  hostilities 
or  through  a  Treaty  of  Peace.  Therefore,  the  prac- 
tice, which  sometimes  prevails,  of  annexing  a  con- 
quered part  of  enemy  territory  during  war  cannot  be 
approved.  Concerning  subjugation  either  of  the 
whole  or  of  a  part  of  enemy  territory,  it  must  be 
asserted  that  annexation  gives  a  title  only  after  a 
firmly  established  conquest.  So  long  as  war  con- 
tinues, conquest  is  not  firmly  established.^ 
Conse.  §  240.  Although  subjugatiou  is  an  original  mode 

Subju^-^  of  acquisition,  since  the  sovereignty  of  the  new 
*^®^  acquirer  is  not  derived  from  that  of  the  former  owner 
State,  the  new  owner  State  is  nevertheless  the  succes- 
sor of  the  former  owner  State  as  regards  many  points 
which  have  been  discussed  above  (§82).  It  must  be 
specially  mentioned  that,  as  far  as  the  Law  of 
Nations  is  concerned,  the  subjugator  does  not 
acquire  the  private  property  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  annexed  territory.  Being  now  their  Sovereign, 
the  subjugating  State  may  indeed  impose  any  burdens 
it  pleases  on  its  new  subjects,  it  may  even  confiscate 
their  private  property,  since  a  Sovereign  State  can 
do  what  it  likes  with  its  subjects,  but  subjugation 
itself  does  not  touch  or  affect  private  property. 

1  See  below,  vol.  II.  %  273.  tennination  of  real  war.    Many 

'  See  below,  vol.  II.  S  263.  writers,   however,    denv   that   a 

'  See  below,  vol.  II.  §  60,  con-  conquest  is  firmly  established  as 

ceming   gaerilla   war   after  tbo  long  as  guerilla  war  is  going  on. 
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As  regards  the  national  status  of  the  subjects  of 
the  subjugated  State,  doctrine  and  practice   agree 
that  such  enemy  subjects  as  are  domiciled  on  the 
annexed  territory  and  remain  there  after  annexation 
become  ipso  facto  by  the  subjugation  ^  subjects  of  the 
subjugator.    But  the  national  status  of  such  enemy 
subjects  as  are  domiciled  abroad  and  do  not  return, 
and  further  of  such  as  leave  the  country  before  the 
annexation  or  immediately  afterwards,  is  matter  of  dis- 
pute.    Some  writers  maintain  that  these  individuals 
do  in  spite  of  their  absence  become  subjects  of  the 
subjugator,  others  emphatically  deny  it.     Whereas 
the  practice  of  the  United  States  of  America  seems 
to  be  in  conformity  with  the  latter  opinion,^  the 
practice  of   Prussia    in    1866    was   in   conformity 
with  the  former.    Thus  in  the  case  of  Count  Platen- 
Hallermund,  a  Cabinet  Minister  of  King  George  V .  of 
Hanover,  who  left  Hanover  with  his  King  before  the 
annexation  in  1866  and  was  in  1868  prosecuted  for 
high  treason  before  the  Supreme  Prussian  Court  at 
Berlin,  this  Court  decided  that  the  accused   had 
become  a  Prussian  subject  through  the  annexation  of 
Hanover.^    I  believe  that  a  distinction  must  be  made 
between  those  individuals  who  leave  the  country 
before,  and  those  who  leave  it  after  annexation.     The 
former  are  not  under  the  sway  of  the  subjugator  at 
the    time    of  annexation,  and,   since  the  personal 
supremacy  of  their  home  State  terminates  with  the 
latter's  extinction  through  annexation,  they  would 
seem  to  be  outside  the  sovereignty  of  the  subjugator. 
But  those  individuals  who  leave  the  country  after 

^  The  eaM  ii  sixnilar  to  thai  of  Zaohariae    and   Neumann^    who 

oession;  see  abovGi  S  219.  deny  that  Count  Platen  was  a 

*  See  Halleok,  II.  p.  476.  Pnusian  subjeot,  are  printed  in 

'  See  Halleok,  II.  p.  476,  on  the  the  Denteohe  Strafreohts-Zeitnng, 

one  hand,  and  on  the  other  Bivier,  1868,  pp.  304-320. 

n.  p.  436.    Valuable  opinions  of 
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annexation  leave  it  at  a  time  when  they  have 
become  subjects  of  the  new  Sovereign,  and  they 
therefore  remain  such  subjects  even  after  they  have 
left  the  country,  for  there  is  no  rule  of  the  Law  of 
Nations  in  existence  which  obliges  a  subjugator  to 
grant  the  privilege  of  emigration  ^  to  the  inhabitants 
of  the  conquered  territory. 

Different  from  the  fact  that  enemy  subjects  become 
through  annexation  subjects  of  the  subjugator  is  the 
question  what  position  they  acquire  within  the  sub- 
jugating State.  This  question  is  one  of  Municipal,  and 
not  of  International  Law.  The  subjugator  can,  if  he 
likes,  allow  them  to  emigrate  and  to  renounce  their 
newly  acquired  citizenship,  and  the  Municipal  Law  of 
the  subjugating  State  can  put  them  in  any  position  it 
likes,  can  in  especial  grant  or  refuse  them  the  same 
rights  as  those  which  its  citizens  by  birth  enjoy. 
Veto  of  §  241.  Although  subjugation  is  an  original  mode 

wi.  of  acquiring  territory  and  no  third  Power  has  as 
a  rule  a  right  of  intervention,  the  conqueror  has 
not  in  fact  an  unlimited  possibility  of  annexation  of 
the  territory  of  the  vanquished  State.  When  the 
balance  of  power  is  endangered  or  when  other  vital 
interests  are  at  stake,  third  Powers  can  and  will 
intervene,  and  history  records  many  instances  of  such 
interventions.  But  it  must  be  emphasised  that  the 
validity  of  the  title  of  the  subjugator  does  not  depend 
upon  recognition  on  the  part  of  other  Powers.  And 
a  mere  protest  of  a  third  Power  is  of  no  legal 
weight  either. 

^  Both  Weftlake  and  Halleok  of  Intomational  Law  whioh  im- 

state  that  the  inhabitants  imut  poses  the  duty  upon  a  subjugator 

have  a  free  option  to  stay  or  leave  to  grant  this  option, 
the  country ;  but  there  is  no  rule 
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XVI 

Prbsgriftion 

Giotius,  IL  0.  4— Vattel,  L  5$  140-151— Hall,  S  36— Wertlake,  I. 
pp.  92-94-- Lawrence,  f  99— PhUlimore,  L  SS  251-261— -Twifls,  L 
S  129— Taylor,  SS  218-219— Walker,  S  13— Wheaton,  5  164—- 
Blnntsohli,  $  290— Harfcmaim,  $  61— Heffter,  S  12— Holtzendorff 
in  Holtzendorfl^  II.  p.  255— UUmann,  $  81— BonfiU,  No.  534— 
Deepagnet,  No.  390— Pradier-Fod^r^,  n.  Noe.  820-829— Bivier,  I. 
pp.  182-184— Calvo,  I.  55  264-265— Fiore,  II.  Noe.  850-851— 
Martens,  I.  5  90— G.  F.  Martens,  55  70-71— Bynkershoek,  '*  Qnaes- 
tionee  jnris  pnblioi,"  IV.  e.  12— Heimbnrger,  *<Der  Erwerb  der 
Qebietahoheit "  (1888)  pp.  140-155. 

§  242.  Since  the  existence  of  a  science  of  the  Ooncep- 
Law  of  Nations  there  has  always  been  opposition  to  Presorip- 
prescription  as  a  mode  of  acquiring  territory.   Grotius  **®°' 
rejected  the    usucaption  of    the  Boman  Law,  yet 
adopted  the  same  law's  immemorial  prescription  ^  for 
the  Law  of  Nations.     But  whereas  a  good  many 
writers  ^  still  defend  that  standpoint,  others  ^  reject 
prescription  altogether.     Again,  others  ^  go  beyond 
Grotius  and  his  followers  and  do  not  require  posses- 
sion from  time  imm^em^alj  but  teach  that  an  un- 
disturbed continuous  possession  can  under  certain 
conditions  produce  a  title  for  the  possessor,  if  the 
possession  has  lasted  for  some  length  of  time. 

This  opinion  would  indeed  seem  to  be  correct, 
because  it  recognises  theoretically  what  actually 
goes  on  in  practice.  There  is  no  doubt  that  in  the 
practice  of  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  a 
State  is  considered  to  be  the  lawful  owner  even  of 
those  parts  of  its  territory  of  which  originally  it  took 

^  SeeQrotiu8,n.c.4,55  1,7,9.  ^  Vattel,  II.  5  147;  Wheaton, 

'  See,    for    inatanoe,    Heffter,  5  165  ;  Phillimore,  I.  5  259;  BmAU 

5  12 ;  Martens,  5  90.  5  3^ ;  Bluntsohli,  5  290 ;  Ptadier- 

*  G.  F.  Martens,  571;  ElUber,  Fod^r^,  II.  No.  825  ;  Bonfils,  No. 

55  6  and  125  ;   Holtzendorfi^  II.  534,  and  many  others. 

p.  255 ;  Ullmann,  5  81. 
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possession  wrongfully  and  unlawfully,  provided  only 
the  possessor  has  been  in  undisturbed  possession  for 
such  a  length  of  time  as  is  necessary  to  create  the 
general  conviction  among  the  members  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  that  the  present  condition  of  things  is  in 
conformity  with  international  order.  Such  prescrip- 
tion cannot  be  compared  with  the  usucapion  of 
Boman  Law  because  the  latter  required  bona-fide 
possession,  whereas  the  Law  of  Nations  recognises 
prescription  both  in  cases  where  the  State  is  in  bona- 
fide  possession  and  in  cases  where  it  is  not.  The 
basis  of  prescription  in  Litemational  Law  is  nothing 
else  than  general  recognition^  of  a  fact,  however 
unlawful  in  its  origin,  on  the  part  of  the  members 
of  the  Family  of  Nations.  And  prescription  in 
International  Law  may  therefore  be  defined  as  the 
acquisition  of  sovereignty  over  a  territory  through 
continuous  and  undisturbed  exercise  of  sovereignty 
over  it  during  such  a  period  as  is  necessary  to  C9*eate 
under  the  influence  of  historical  development  the  general 
conviction  that  the  present  condition  of  things  is 
in  conformity  with  international  order.  Thus,  pre- 
scription in  Litemational  Law  has  the  same  rational 
basis  as  prescription  in  Municipal  Law — ^namely,  the 
creation  of  stability  of  order. 
Presorip-  §  ^43.  From  the  conception  of  prescription,  as 
*ffeo^  above  defined,  it  becomes  apparent  that  no  general 
rule  can  be  laid  down  as  regards  the  length  of  time 
and  other  circumstances  which  are  necessary  to 
create  a  title  by  prescription.  Everything  depends 
upon  the  merits  of  the  individual  case.     As  long  as 

^  This  is  pointed  out  with  great  is  a  ctuitomai^mle  of  International 

lucidity  by  Heimbnrger,  pp.  151-  Law   in   existence  according   to 

155  ;   he   rejects,   however,   pre-  which  recognition  can  make  good 

Bcxiption  as  a  mode  of  acquiring  originally  wrongful  possession* 
temtory,  maintaining  that  there 
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Other  Powers  keep  up  protests  and  claims,  neither  is 
the  actual  exercise  of  sovereignty  undisturbed,  nor  is 
there  the  required  general  conviction  that  the  present 
condition  of  things  is  in  conformity  with  inter- 
national order.  But  after  such  protests  and  claims,  if 
any,  cease  to  be  repeated,  the  actual  possession  ceases 
to  be  disturbed,  and  thus  under  certain  circumstances 
matters  may  gradually  ripen  into  that  condition  which  is 
in  conformity  with  international  order.  The  question, 
at  what  time  and  under  what  circumstances  such  a 
condition  of  things  arises,  is  not  one  of  law  but  of 
fact.  The  question,  for  instance,  whether  Prussia, 
Austria,  and  Bussia  have  now  a  good  title  by  prescrip- 
tion to  hold  their  respective  formerly  Polish  terri- 
tories, although  the  three  partitions  of  Poland  were 
wrongful  and  unlawful  acts,  must,  I  doubt  not,  be 
answered  in  the  affirmative.  Por  all  the  members  of 
the  Family  of  Nations  have  now  silently  acquiesced 
in  the  present  condition  of  things,  although  as  late  as 
1846  Great  Britain  and  France  protested  against  the 
annexation  of  the  Eepublic  of  Cracow  on  the  part  of 
Austria.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Polish  nation 
has  not  yet  given  up  its  hope  of  seeing  a  Polish  State 
re-estabUshed  on  the  former  Polish  territory,  the 
general  conviction  among  the  members  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  is  that  the  present  condition  of  things  is 
in  conformity  with  international  order.  When,  to 
give  another  example,  a  State  which  originally  held 
an  island  mala  fide  under  the  title  by  occupation, 
knowing  well  that  this  land  had  already  been 
occupied  by  another  State,  has  succeeded  in  keeping 
up  its  possession  undisturbed  for  so  long  a  time 
that  the  former  possessor  has  ceased  to  protest  and 
has  silently  dropped  the  claim,  the  conviction  will  be 
prevalent    among    the  members  of  the  Family   of 
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Nations  that  the  present  condition  of  things  is  in 
confonnity  with  international  order.  These  examples 
show  why  a  certain  number  of  years  ^  cannot  be, 
once  for  all,  fixed  to  create  the  title  by  prescription. 
There  are  indeed  immeasurable  and  imponderable 
circumstances  and  influences  besides  the  mere  run  of 
time  ^  at  work  to  create  the  conviction  on  the  part  of 
the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  that  in  the 
interest  of  stability  of  order  the  present  possessor 
should  be  considered  the  rightful  owner  of  a  territory. 
And  these  circumstances  and  influences,  which  are  of 
a  political  and  historical  character,  difier  so  much  in 
the  difierent  cases  that  the  length  of  time  necessary 
for  prescription  must  likewise  difier. 
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Hall,  $  34— PhiUimore,  I.  f  $  284-295— HoltEendorff  in  KolizeadorS, 
II.  pp.  274-279— Gareis,  §  7o>-Li8zt,  $  lo—Ullmaim,  f  89— 
Pradier-Pod^*,  II.  Nob.  850-852— Rivier,  I.  5  13— Flow,  IL  No. 
865 — Martens,  I.  §  92. 

Six  modes      §  244.  To  the  five  modes  of  acquiring  sovereignty 

staST"^    over  territory  correspond  five  modes  of  losing  it — 

Territory,  namely,    cession,  dereliction,    operation  of  nature, 

subjugation,  prescription.    But  there  is  a  sixth  mode 

of  losing  territory — namely,  revolt.   No  special  detaib 

are  necessary  with  regard  to  loss  of  territory  through 

^  Vattel     (II.  S  151)    suggests  years  hv  a  nation    ezelndes  the 

that  the  members  of  the  Family  claim  of  every  other  nation." 
of  Nations  should  enter  into  an       *  Hefiter's  (f  12)  dictum,  '*  Hnn- 

aereement  stipulating  the  number  dert  Jahre  Unrecht  ist  noch  kein 

of  years  necessary  for  prescription,  Ta^  Becht "  is  met  by  the  fiEMst  that 

and  David  Dudley  Field  proposes  it  is  not  the  operation  of  time 

the   following   rule    (52)   in   his  alone,  but  the  co-operation  of  other 

Outlines  of  an  International  Oode:  circumstances     and      influenoee 

**  The  iminterrupted  possession  of  which  creates  the  title  by  prescrip- 

territory  or  other  property  for  fifty  tion. 


LOSS  OP  STATE  TEBRTTORr        297 

subjugation,  prescription,  and  cession,  except  that  it 
is  of  some  importance  to  repeat  here  that  the  histo- 
rical cases  of  pledging,  leasing,  and  giving  territory  to 
another  State  to  administer  are  in  fact,  although  not 
in  theory,  nothing  else  than  cessions  ^  of  territory. 
But  operation  of  nature,  revolt,  and  dereliction  must 
be  specially  discussed* 

§  245.  Operation  of  nature  as  a  mode  of  losing  operation 
corresponds  to  accretion  as  a  mode  of  acquiring  ^^•*"*' 
territory.  Just  as  through  accretion  a  State  may 
become  enlarged,  so  it  may  become  diminished 
through  the  disappearance  of  land  and  other  opera- 
tions of  nature.  And  the  loss  of  territory  through 
operation  of  nature  takes  place  ipso  facto  by  such 
operation.  Thus,  if  an  island  near  the  shore  dis- 
appears through  volcanic  action,  the  extent  of  the 
maritime  territorial  belt  of  the  respective  riparian 
State  is  hereafter  to  be  measured  from  the  low- water 
mark  of  the  shore  of  the  continent,  instead  of  from 
the  shore  of  the  former  island.  Thus,  further,  if 
through  a  piece  of  land  being  detached  by  the 
current  of  a  river  from  one  bank  and  carried  over 
to  the  other  bank,  the  river  alters  its  course  and 
covers  now  part  of  the  land  on  the  bank  from  which 
such  piece  became  detached,  the  territory  of  one  of 
the  riparian  States  may  decrease  through  the  boundary 
line  being  ipso  facto  transferred  to  the  present  middle 
or  mid-channel  of  the  river. 

§  246.  Bevolt  followed  by  secession  is  a  mode  of  Bevoit. 
losing  territory  to  which  no  mode  of  acquisition 
corresponds.^      Eevolt  followed  by  secession  has, 

^  See  aboTe,  fS  171  and  216.  the   attempts   of    the   latter    to 

*  The   possible    case  where  a  reconquer  it,  unites  itself  wiUi  the 

province  revolts,  secedes  from  the  territory  of  another  State,  is  a 

mother  oonntry,  and,  after  having  case  of  merger  by  cession  of  the 

sucoessfnlly  defended  itself  against  whole  territory. 
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as  history  teaches,  frequently  been  a  cause  of  loss  of 
territory.      Thus  the  Netherlands  fell  away  from 
Spain  in   1579,  Belgium  from  the  Netherlands  in 
1830,    the  United  States  of  America  from  Great 
Britain  in  1776,  Brazil  from  Portugal  in  1822,  the 
former  Spanish  South  American  States  from  Spain 
in  1 8 10,  Greece  from  Turkey  in  1830,  Cuba  from 
Spain  in    1898,  Panama  from  Colombia  in    1903. 
The  question  at  what  time  a  loss  of  territory  through 
revolt  is  consummated  cannot  be  answered  once  for 
all,  since  no  hard  and  fast  rule  can  be  laid  down 
regarding  the  time  when  it  can  be  said  that  a  State 
broken  off  from  another  has  established  itself  safely 
and  permanently.    The  matter  has,  as  will  be  remem- 
bered, been  treated  above  (§  74),  in  connection  with 
recognition.     It   may  well  happen   that,  although 
such  a  seceded  State  is  already  recognised  by  a  third 
Power,  the  mother  country  does  not  consider  the 
territory  to  be  lost  and  succeeds  in  reconquering  it. 
DereUo-         §  ^47-  Dereliction  as  a  mode  of  losing  corresponds 
**^-         to   occupation   as   a  mode   of  acquiring    territory. 
Dereliction  frees  a  territory  from  the  sovereignty 
of  the  present  owner  State.    Dereliction  is  effected 
through  the  owner  State's  complete  abandonment  of 
the  territory  with  the  intention  of  withdrawing  from 
it  for  ever,  thus   relinquishing  sovereignty  over  it. 
Just  as  occupation  ^  requires,  first,  the  actual  taking 
into  possession  (corpus)  of  territory  and,  secondly,  the 
intention  {animus)  to  acquire  sovereignty  over  it,  so 
dereliction  requires,  first,  actual  abandonment  of  a 
territory,  and,   secondly,  the  intention  to  give  up 
sovereignty  over  it.      Actual    abandonment    alone 
does  not  involve  dereliction  as  long  as  it  must  be 
presumed  that  the  owner  has  the  will  and  ability 

^  See  above,  §  222. 
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to  retake  possession  of  the  territory.  Thus,  for 
instance,  if  the  rising  of  natives  forces  a  State  to 
withdraw  from  a  territory,  such  territory  is  not 
derelict  as  long  as  the  former  possessor  is  able  and 
makes  efforts  to  retake  possession.  It  is  only  when 
a  territory  is  really  derelict  that  any  State  may 
acquire  it  through  occupation.^  History  knows  of 
several  such  cases.  But  very  often,  when  such 
occupation  of  derelict  territory  occurs,  the  former 
owner  protests  and  tries  to  prevent  the  new  occupier 
from  acquiring  it.^ 

'  See  above,  $  228.  of  Santa  Lneia  and  that  of  Dela- 

*  See  EaH,  §  34,  where  the  ease    goa  Bay  are  dieeuBsed. 
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GrotiuB,  n.  0.  2,  S  3— Pafendorf,  IV.  o.  5,  §  5— YaUel,  I.  {{  379-286-- 
Hall,  $  40— Westlake,  I.  pp.  161-162— Phillimore,  I.  {{  173-179 — 
Taylor,  S$  242-246— Walker,  Science,  pp.  163-17  i—Wheaton, 
§S  186-187— Harlmaim,  S  64— Hefiker,  S  73— Stoerk  in  Holtsen- 
dorff;  n.  pp.  483-490 — ^Bonfik,  Nos.  573-576 — ^Despagnet,  Na  410 
— Pradier-Fod^r^,  II.  Nos.  871-874— Calvo,  I.  fS  347-352— Fiore, 
II.  Nob.  718-726— Martens,  I.  f  97— Perels,  {  4— AEoni,  "  Diritto 
maritimo  "  (1796),  i,  e.  I.  Article  III.— Ganchy,  '*  Le droit  maxitime 
international  oonsid^r^  dans  ses  origines,"  2  vols.  (1863) — ^Nys, 
"  Les  origines  da  droit  international "  (1894),  pp.  377-388— Gastel, 
«<  Da  prinoipe  de  la  liberty  des  mers  "  (1900),  pp.  1-15. 

Former  §  248.  In  antiquity  and  the  first  half  of  the 
Control  Middle  Ages  navigation  on  the  Open  Sea  was  free  to 
^  ^^  everybody.  According  to  XJlpianus/  the  sea  is  open 
to  everybody  by  nature,  and,  according  to  Celsus,^  the 
sea,  like  the  air,  is  common  to  all  mankind.  Since 
no  Law  of  Nations  in  the  modem  sense  of  the  term 
existed  during  antiquity  and  the  greater  part  of  the 
Middle  Ages,  no  importance  is  to  be  attached  to  the 
pronouncement  of  Antoninus  Pius,  Boman  £mperor 
from  138  to  161: — "  Being  ^  the  Emperor  of  the 
world,  I  am  consequently  the  law  of  the  sea."    Nor 

^  L.  13,  pr.  D.  VIII.  4:  mari  nibus  nt  aeris. 

qnod  natora  omnibus  patet.  '  L.  9  D.  XIV.  a :  iy^  fup  rov 

*  L.    3    D.    XLIII.  8:    Maris  Kovftov   KvptoSf    6    dc    Mlftor    r^r 

eommtinem  nsmu  omnibus  homi-  tfoXiuraiyff. 
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is  it  of  importance  that  the  Emperors  of  the  old 
German  Empu^  who  were  considered  to  be  the 
successors  of  the  Boman  Emperors,  styled  themselves 
among  other  titles  '^  King  of  the  Ocean."  Beal 
claims  to  sovereignty  over  parts  of  the  Open  Sea  begin, 
however,  to  be  made  in  the  second  half  of  the 
Middle  Ages.  And  there  is  no  doubt  whatever  that 
at  the  time  when  the  modem  Law  of  Nations 
gradually  rose  it  was  the  conviction  of  the  States  that 
they  could  extend  their  sovereignty  over  certain 
parts  of  the  Open  Sea.  Thus,  the  Bepublic  of 
Venice  was  recognised  as  the  Sovereign  over  the 
Adriatic  Sea,  and  the  Bepublic  of  Gtenoa  as  the 
Sovereign  of  the  Ligurian  Sea.  Portugal  claimed 
sovereignty  over  the  whole  of  the  Indian  Ocean  and 
of  the  Atlantic  south  of  Morocco,  Spain  over  the  Pacific 
and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  both  Portugal  and  Spam 
basing  their  claims  on  two  Papal  Bulls  promulgated  by 
Alexander  VI.  in  1493,  which  divided  the  new  world 
between  these  Powers.  Sweden  and  Denmark  claimed 
sovereignty  over  the  Baltic,  Great  Britain  over  the 
Narrow  Seas,  the  North  Sea,  and  the  Atlantic  from 
the  North  Cape  to  Cape  Pinisterre. 

These  claims  have  been  more  or  less  successfully 
asserted  for  several  hundreds  of  years.  They  were 
favoured  by  a  number  of  different  circumstances, 
such  as  the  maintenance  of  an  effective  protection 
against  piracy  for  instance.  And  numerous  exam- 
ples can  be  adduced  which  show  that  such  claims 
have  more  or  less  been  recognised.  Thus,  Frederick 
lEL;  Emperor  of  Germany,  had  in  1478  to  ask  the  per- 
mission of  Venice  for  a  transportation  of  com  from 
Apulia  through  the  Adriatic  Sea.^  Thus,  Great 
Britain    in    the     seventeenth    century    compelled 

1  8«6  Walker,  Histoxy,  I.  p.  163. 
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foreigners  to  take  out  an  English  licence  for  fishing 
in  the  North  Sea;  and  when  in  1636  the  Dutdi 
attempted  to  fish  without  such  licence,  they  were 
attacked  and  compelled  to  pay  ;^30|000  as  the  price 
for  the  indulgence.^  Again,  when  Philip  11.  of  Spain 
was  in  1554  on  his  way  to  England  to  marry  Queen 
Mary,  the  British  Admiral,  who  met  him  in  the 
^'British  Seas,"  fired  on  his  ship  for  flying  the 
Spanish  flag.  And  the  King  of  Denmark,  when 
returning  from  a  visit  to  James  I.  in  1606,  was 
forced  by  a  British  captain,  who  met  him  off  the 
mouth  of  the  Thames,  to  strike  the  Danish  flag. 

§  249.  Maritime  sovereignty  found  expression  in 
maritime  ceremonials  at  least.  Such  State  as  claimed 
sovereignty  over  a  part  of  the  Open  Sea  required 
foreign  vessels  navigating  on  that  part  to  honour  its 
flag  as  a  symbol  of  recognition  of  its  sovereignty. 
So  late  as  1805  the  British  Admiralty  Begulations 
contained  an  order  ^  to  the  effect  that  ^^when  any 
of  His  Majesty's  ships  shall  meet  with  the  ships  of 
any  foreign  Power  within  His  Majesty's  Seas  (which 
extend  to  Cape  Finisterre),  it  is  expected  that  the 
said  foreign  ships  do  strike  their  topsail  and  take 
in  their  flag,  in  acknowledgment  of  His  Majesty's 
sovereignty  in  those  seas ;  and  if  any  do  resist,  all 
flag  officers  and  commanders  are  to  use  their  utmost 
endeavours  to  compel  them  thereto,  and  not  suffer 
any  dishonour  to  be  done  to  His  Majesty." 

But  apart  from  maritime  ceremonials  maritime 
sovereignty  found  expression  in  the  levying  of  tolls 
from  foreign  ships,  in  the  interdiction  of  fisheries  to 
foreigners,  and  in  the  control  or  even  the  prohibition 
of  foreign    navigation.    Thus,  Portugal  and  Spain 

^  This  and  the  two  following  examples  are  quoted  by  Hall,  $  4a 
*  Quoted  by  Hall,  $  40* 
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attempted,  after  the  discovery  of  America,  to  keep 
foreign  vessels  altogether  out  of  the  seas  over  which 
they  claimed  sovereignty.  The  magnitude  of  this 
claim  created  an  opposition  to  the  very  existence  of 
such  rights.  English,  French,  and  Dutch  explorers 
and  traders  navigated  on  the  Indian  Ocean  and  the 
Pacific  in  spite  of  the  Spanish  and  Portuguese 
interdictions.  And  when,  in  1680,  the  Spanish 
ambassador  Mendoza  lodged  a  complaint  with 
Queen  Elizabeth  against  Brake  for  having  made  his 
famous  voyage  to  the  Pacific,  Elizabeth  answered 
that  vessels  of  all  nations  could  navigate  on  the 
Pacific,  since  the  use  of  the  sea  and  the  air  is 
common  to  all,  and  that  no  title  to  the  ocean  can 
belong  to  any  nation,  since  neither  nature  nor  regard 
for  the  public  use  permits  any  possession  of  the 
ocean.^ 

§  250.  Queen  Elizabeth's  attitude  was   the  germ  Grotias's 
out  of  which  grew  gradually  the  present  fireedom  Ma^M 
of   the  Open  Sea.      Twenty-nine  years    after  her  ^^' 
answer  to  Mendoza,  in   1609,  appeared    Grotius's 
book^  "Mare  liberum."     The  intention  of  Qrotius 
was  to  show  that  the  Dutch  had  a  right  of  navigation 
and  commerce  with  the    Indies    in    spite    of  the 
Portuguese  interdictions.     He  contends  that  the  sea 
cannot  be  State  property,  because  it  cannot  really  be 
taken  into  possession  through  occupation,^  and  that 


^  See  Walker,  History,  I.  p.  161. 
It  is  obvious  that  this  attitude  of 
Qaeen  Elisabeth  was  in  no  way 
&e  outoome  of  the  oonviotion  that 
really  no  State  oonld  claim 
BOTereignty  over  a  part  of  the 
G^pen  Sea.  For  she  herself  did  not 
imnk  of  dropping  the  British 
elaims  to  sovereignty  over  the 
"British  Seas.*'  Her  arguments 
against  the  Spanish  claims  were 


made  in  the  interest  of  the  grow- 
ing commerce  and  navigation  of 
England,  and  any  one  daring  to 
appl  V  the  same  arguments  against 
^Tngland's  claims  would  have  in- 
curred her  royal  diroleasure. 

'  Its  full  title  is :  Mare  liberum, 
sen  de  jure  quod  Batavis  competit 
ad  Inaioana  commerda  Disser* 
tatio. 

*  See  below,  $  259, 
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consequently  the  sea  is  by  nature  free  £rom  the 
sovereignty  of  any  State.^  The  attack  of  Grotius 
was  met  by  several  authors  of  different  nations. 
Gentilis  defends  Spanish  and  English  claims  in  his 
'^Advocatio  Hispanica,'*  which  appeared  in  1613. 
Likewise,  in  161 3  William  Welwod  defends  the 
Engliftti  claims  in^  his  book,  ^'De  dominio  maris." 
John  Selden  wrote  his  ''Mare  Gausum  sive  de 
dominio  maris''  in  161 8,  but  it  was  not  printed 
until  1635.  Sir  John  Burroughs  published  in  1653 
his  book,  "The  Sovereignty  of  the  British  Seas 
proved  by  Records,  History,  and  the  Municipal  Laws 
of  this  Kingdom."  And  in  defence  of  the  claims  of 
the  Bepublic  of  Venice  Paolo  Sarpi  published  in  1676 
his  book  "Del  dominio  del  mare  Adriatico."  The 
most  important  of  these  books  defending  maritime 
sovereignty  is  that  of  Selden.  King  Charles  I.,  by 
whose  command  Selden's  "  Mare  Clausum"  was  printed 
in  1635,  was  so  much  impressed  by  it  that  he  in- 
structed in  1 6 19  his  ambassador  in  the  Netherlands 
to  complain  of  the  audacity  of  Grotius  and  to  request 
that  the  author  of  the  "  Mare  liberum  "  should  be 
punished.^ 

The  general  opposition  to  Grotius's  bold  attack  on 
maritime  sovereignty  prevented  his  immediate  victory. 
Too  firmly  established  were  the  then  recognised 
claims  to  sovereignty  over  certain  parts  of  the  Open 
Sea  for  the  novel  principle  of  the  freedom  of  the  sea 
to  supplant  them.  Progress  was  made  regarding 
one  point  only — namely,  freedom  of  navigation  of  the 
sea.  England  had  never  pushed  her  claims  so  far  as 
to  attempt  the  prohibition  of  free  navigation  on  the 

^  Grotius  wm  by  no  means  the    Lee   Originee    da    Droit    Inter- 
first   author   who   defended   the    national,  pp.  ^81  and  382. 
jEreedom  of  the  sea,     Se^    Kys,        ^  See  Pnilhmore,  I.  $  182. 
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so-called  British  Seas.  And  although.  Venice  suc- 
ceeded in  keeping  up  her  control  of  navigation  on 
the  Adriatic  till  the  middle  of  the  seventeenth^ 
century,  it  may  be  said  that  in  the  second  half  of 
that  century  navigation  on  all  parts  of  the  Open  Sea 
was  practically  free  for  vessels  of  all  nations.  But 
with  regard  to  other  points  claims  to  maritime 
sovereignty  continued  to  be  kept  up.  Thus  the 
Netherlands  had  by  article  4  of  the  Treaty  of 
Westminster,  1674,  ^  acknowledge  that  their  vessels 
had  to  salute  the  British  flag  within  the  '^British 
Seas"  as  a  recognition  of  British  maritime  sove- 
reignty.i 

§  251.  In  spite  of  opposition,  the  work  of  Grotius  Gradual 
was  not  to  be  undone.  All  prominent  writers  tion^^the 
of  the  eighteenth  century  take  up  again  the  case  ^^^"^ 
of  the  freedom  of  the  Open  Sea,  making  a  dis-  Open  Sea. 
tinction  between  the  maritime  belt  which  is  to  be 
considered  under  the  sway  of  the  riparian  States, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  High  Seas,  which  are 
under  no  State's  sovereignty.  The  leading  author  is 
Bynkershoek,  whose  standard  work,  "De  dominio 
maris,"  appeared  in  1702.  Vattel,  G.  P.  de  Martens, 
Azuni,  and  others  follow  the  lead.  And  although 
Great  Britain  upheld  her  claim  to  the  salute  due  to 
her  flag  within  the  "  British  Seas  "  throughout  the 
eighteenth  and  at  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  the  principle  of  the  freedom  of  the  Open 
Sea  became  more  and  more  vigorous  with  the  growth 
of  the  navies  of  other  States ;  and  at  the  end  of  the 
first  quarter  of  the  nineteenth  century  this  principle 
became  universally  recognised  in  theory  and  practice. 
Great  Britain  silently  dropped  her  claim  to  the  salute 
due  to  her  flag,  and  with  it  her  claim  to  maritime 

^  See  Hall,  §  40,  p.  152,  note  i. 
VOL.  I.  X 
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sovereignty,  and  became  now  a  champion  of  the 
freedom  of  the  Open  Sea.  When,  m  182 1,  Russia,  who 
was  then  still  the  owner  of  Alaska  in  North  America, 
attempted  to  prohibit  all  foreign  ships  from  ap- 
proachmg  the  shore  of  Alaska  within  one  hundred 
Italian  miles.  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 
protested  in  the  interest  of  the  freedom  of  the  Open 
Sea,  and  Bussia  dropped  her  claims  in  conventions 
concluded  with  the  protesting  Powers  in  1824  and 
1825.  And  when,  after  Bussia  had  sold  Alaska  in 
1867  to  ^^^  United  States,  the  latter  made  regula- 
tions regarding  the  killing  of  seals  within  Behring 
Sea,  claiming  thereby  jurisdiction  and  control  over 
a  part  of  the  Open  Sea,  a  conflict  arose  in  1886 
with  Gh^eat  Britain,  which  was  settled  by  arbitration^ 
in  1 893  in  favour  of  the  freedom  of  the  Open  Sea. 


n 
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Field,  article  53 — ^Wetftlake,  I.  p.  160— Biyier,  I.  pp.  234-235 — ^Ptadier- 
Fod^r^,  II.  No.  868>-Ullmaxm,  $  90— Stoerk  in  Holtzendorff,  II. 
p.  483- 

Diaorimi-        §  252.  Open  Sea  or  High  Seas^  is  the  coherent 

between     body  of  Salt  water  all  over  the  greater  part  of 

and  Twri-  ^^®  g^^^^f  ^*^  ^^^  exception  of  the  maritime  belt 

toriai        and  the  territorial  straits,  gulfs,  and  bays,  which  are 

parts  of  the  sea,  but  not  parts  of  the  Open  Sea. 

Wherever  there  is  a  salt-water  sea  on  the  globe,  it  is 

part  of  the  Open  Sea,  provided  it  is  not  isolated 

^  See  below,  §  284.  other  extensions  thereof  not  within 

'  Field   defines  in  article  53 :  the  territorial  limits  of  any  nation 

"  The  High  Seas  are  the  ocean,  and  whatever.'* 

all  connecting  arms  and  bays  or 
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from,  but  coherent  with,  the  general  body  of  salt 
water  extending  over  the  globe,  and  provided  that 
the  salt  water  approach  to  it  is  navigable  and  open  to 
vessels  of  all  nations.  The  enclosure  of  a  sea  by  the 
land  of  one  and  the  same  State  does  not  matter, 
provided  such  a  navigable  connection  of  salt  water 
as  is  open  to  vessels  of  all  nations  exists  between 
such  sea  and  the  general  body  of  salt  water,  even 
if  that  navigable  connection  itself  be  part  of  the 
territory  of  one  or  more  riparian  States.  Whereas, 
therefore,  the  Dead  Sea  is  Turkish  and  the  Aral  Sea 
is  !Elussian  territory,  the  Sea  of  Marmora  belongs  to 
the  Open  Sea,  although  it  is  surrounded  by  Turkish 
land  and  although  the  Bosphorus  and  the  Dardanelles 
are  Turkish  territorial  straits,  because  these  are  now 
open  to  merchantmen  of  all  nations.  For  the  same 
reason  the  Black  Sea  ^  is  now  part  of  the  Open  Sea. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Sea  of  Azoff  is  not  part  of  the 
Open  Sea,  but  Bussian  territory,  although  there 
exists  a  navigable  connection  between  it  and  the 
Black  Sea.  The  reason  is  that  this  connection,  the 
Strait  of  Kertch,  is  not  according  to  the  Law  of 
Nations  open  to  vessels  of  aU  nations,  since  the  Sea  of 
Azoff  is  less  a  sea  than  a  mere  gulf  of  the  Black  Sea.^ 

§  253.  It  is   not  necessary  and   not   possible  to  clear  in- 
particularise  every  portion  of  the  Open  Sea.     It  is  paSa^i^ 
sufficient  to  state  instances  which   clearly  indicate  ^^° 
the  extent  of  the  Open  Sea.    To  the  Open  Sea  be- 
long, of  course,  all  the  so-called  oceans — ^namely,  the 
Atlantic,  Pacific,  Indian,  Arctic,  and  Antarctic.     But 
the  branches  of  the  oceans,  which  go  under  special 
names,  and,  further,  the  branches  of  these  branches, 

^  See  above,  $  181.  Holtzendorff,  11.  p.  513,  declares 

'  So  say  Rivier,  I.  p.  237,  and    that  the  Sea  of  Azoff  is  part  of  the 
Martens,  I.  $  97 :  bat  Stoerk  in    Open  Sea. 

x2 
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which  again  go  under  special  names,  belong  likewise 
to  the  Open  Sea.  Examples  of  these  branches  are : 
the  North  Sea,  the  English  Channel,  and  the  Irish 
Sea ;  the  Baltic  Sea,  the  Gxilf  of  Bothnia,  the  Gulf 
of  Finland,  the  Kara  Sea,^  and  the  White  Sea ;  the 
Mediterranean  and  the  Ligurian,  Tjnrhenian,  Adriatic, 
Ionian,  Marmora,  and  Black  Seas;  the  Gulf  of 
Guinea ;  the  Mozambique  Channel ;  the  Arabian  Sea 
and  the  Bed  Sea ;  the  Bay  of  Bengal,  the  China  Sea, 
the  Gulf  of  Siam,  and  the  Gulf  of  Tonking;  the 
Eastern  Sea,  the  Yellow  Sea,  the  Sea  of  Japan,  and 
the  Sea  of  Okhotsk;  Behring  Sea;  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  the  Caribbean  Sea  ;  Baffin's  Bay. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  it  is  doubtful  as 
regards  many  gulfs  and  bays  whether  they  belong 
to  the  Open  Sea  or  are  territorial.^ 


ni 

The  Freedom  of  the  Open  Sea 

Hall,  $  75— Westlake,  I.  pp.  i6o-i66'-Lawrenoe,  $  12a— Twiss,  I. 
55  172-173— Taylor,  5  242— Wheaton,  5 187— Blunt8ohli,55  304-308 
— Hefffcer,5  94— Stoerk  in  Holteendorff,  II.  pp.  483-498— UUmann, 
5  90— Bonflla,  Nob.  572-577— Pradier-Pod^r^,  II.  Nos.  874-881— 
Bivier,  I.  5  17— Calvo,  1. 5  346— Fiore,  II.  Nob.  724,  727— Martena, 
I-  5  97— PerelB,  5  4— Testa,  pp.  63-66— Ortolaii,  "  Diplomatie  do 
la  mer  "  (1856),  I.  pp.  1 19-149— De  Burgh,  **  ElementB  of  Maritime 
International  Law  *'  (1868),  pp.  1-24— Castel,  *'I>a  prinoipe  de  la 
liberty  des  mers"  (1900)  pp.  37-80. 

Meaning  §254.  The  term  "Freedom  of  the  Open  Sea" 
Tem  indicates  the  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  that  the 
*7Se^^°*  Open  Sea    is    not    and    never  can  be  imder  the 

Open 

Bea."  1  The  aesertion  of  some  Buesian    Martens,  I.  5  97* 

publioistB  that  the  Kara  Sea  is        *  See  above,  5  19^* 

BnsBian   territory  is  refated   by 
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sovereignty  of  any  State  whatever.     Since,  therefore, 
the  Open  Sea  is  not  the  territory  of  any  State,  no 
State  has  regularly  a  right  to  exercise  its  legislation, 
administration,  jurisdiction,  or  police  ^  over  parts  of 
the  Open  Sea.     Since,  further,  the  Open  Sea  can 
never  be  under  the  sovereignty  of  any  State,  no  State 
has  a  right  to  acquire  parts  of  the  Open  Sea  through 
occupation,^  for,  as  far  as  the  acquisition  of  territory 
is  concerned,  the  Open  Sea  is  what  Boman  Law  calls 
res  extra  commercium.     But  although  the  Open  Sea 
is  not  the  territory  of  any  State,  it  is  nevertheless  an 
object  of  the  Law  of  Nations.    The  very  fact  alone  of 
such  a  rule  exempting  the  Open  Sea  from  the  sove- 
reignty of  any  State  whatever  shows  this.     But  there 
are  other  reasons.     For  if  the  Law  of  Nations  were 
to  content  itself  with  the  rule  which  excludes  the  Open 
Sea  from  possible  State  property,  the  consequence 
would  be  a  condition  of  lawlessness  and  anarchy  on 
the  Open  Sea.  To  obviate  such  lawlessness,  customary 
International  Law  contains  some  rules  which  guaran- 
tee a  certain  legal  order  on  the  Open  Sea  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  it  is  not  the  territory  of  any  State. 

§  255.  This  legal  order  is  created  through  the  co-  Legal  Pro- 
operation  of  the  Law  of  Nations  and  the  Municipal  ^e  open' 
Laws  of  such  States  as  possess  a  maritime  flag.    The  Sea. 
following  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations  are  universally 
recognised,  namely: — ^First,  that  every  State  which 
has  a  maritime  flag  must  lay  down  rules  according  to 

^  See,  however,  above,  §   190,  oonsidered     as     the     temporazy 

conceming  the  zone  for  Bevenne  territory  of  the  vessel's  flag  State, 

and  Sanitary  Laws.  And  some  French  writers  go  even 

'  FoUowing  Grotins  (11.  0.  3,  beyond  that  and  claim  a  certain 

§     13)    and    Bynkershoek     (De  Eone  nrand  the  respective  vessel  as 

dominio  maris,  c.  8),  some  writers  temporary  territory  of  tiie   flag 

(for  histance,  Phillixnore,  I.  §  203)  State.    But  this  is  an  absolutely 

nfiMtiiiLm   that  anv  part   of  the  superflaons  fiction.    (SeeStoerkin 

Open  Sea  covered  for  the  time  by  Holtzendorfi;  11.  p.  494 ;  Bivier,  I. 

a  vessel  is  by  occupation  to  be  p.  238 ;  Perels,  pp.  37-39.) 
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which  vessels  can  claim  to  sail  under  its  flag,  and 
must  furnish  such  vessels  with  some  official  voucher 
authorising  them  to  make  use  of  its  flag ;  secondly, 
that  every  State  has  a  right  to  punish  all  such 
foreign  vessels  as  saU  under  its  flag  without  being 
authorised  to  do  so;  thirdly,  that  all  vessels  with 
their  persons  and  goods  are,  whilst  on  the  Open 
Sea,  considered  under  the  sway  of  the  flag  State ; 
fourthly,  that  every  State  has  a  right  to  punish 
piracy  on  the  Open  Seas  even  if  committed  by 
foreigners,  and  that,  with  a  view  to  the  extinction 
of  piracy,  men-of-war  of  all  nations  can  require  all 
suspect  vessels  to  show  their  flag. 

These  customary  rules  of  International  Law  are, 
so  to  say,  supplemented  by  Municipal  Laws  of 
the  maritime  States  comprising  provisions,  first,  re- 
garding the  conditions  to  be  fulfilled  by  vessels  for 
the  purpose  of  being  authorised  to  sail  under  their 
flags ;  secondly,  regarding  the  details  of  jurisdiction 
over  persons  and  goods  on  board  vessels  sailing  under 
their  flags ;  thirdly,  concerning  the  order  on  board 
ship  and  the  relations  between  the  master,  the  crew, 
and  the  passengers ;  fourthly,  concerning  punishment 
of  ships  sailing  without  authorisation  under  their 
flags. 

The  fact  that  each  maritime  State  has  a  right  to 

legislate  for  its  own  vessels  gives  it  a  share  in  keeping 

up  a  certain  order  on  the  Open  Sea.    And  such  order 

has  been  turned  into  a  more  or  less  general  order 

since  the  large  maritime  States  have  concurrently 

made  more  or  less  concordant  laws  for  the  conduct  of 

their  vessels  on  the  Open  Sea. 

Freedom        §  256.  Although  the  Open  Sea  is  free  and  not  the 

^n^Sea   territory  of  any  State,  it  may  nevertheless  in  its  whole 

and  war.    extent  become  the  theatre  of  war,  since  the  region  of 
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war  is  not  only  the  territories  of  the  belligerents,  but 
likewise  the  Open  Sea,  provided  that  one  of  the 
belligerents  at  least  is  a  Power  with  a  maritime  flag.^ 
Men-of-war  of  the  belligerents  may  fight  a  battle  in 
any  part  of  the  Open  Sea  where  they  meet,  and  they 
may  capture  all  enemy  merchantmen  they  meet  on 
the  Open  Sea.  And,  further,  the  jurisdiction  and  police 
of  the  belligerents  become  through  the  outbreak  of 
war  in  so  far  extended  over  vessels  of  other  States, 
that  belligerent  men-of-war  may  now  visit,  search, 
and  capture  neutral  merchantmen  for  breach  of 
blockade,  contraband,  and  the  like. 

However,  certain  parts  of  the  Open  Sea  can  become 
neutralised  and  thereby  be  excluded  from  the  region 
of  war.  Thus,  the  Black  Sea  became  neutralised  in 
1856  through  article  1 1  of  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Paris 
stipulating : — "  La  Mer  Noire  est  neutralis^e :  ouverte 
k  la  marine  marchande  de  toutes  les  nations,  ses 
eaux  et  ses  ports  sont  formellement  et  k  perp^tuit^ 
interdites  au  pavilion  de  guerre,  soit  des  puissances 
riveraines,  soit  de  tout  autre  puissance."  Yet  this 
neutralisation  of  the  Black  Sea  was  abolished  ^  in  187 1 
by  article  i  of  the  Treaty  of  London,  and  no  other 
part  of  the  Open  Sea  is  at  present  neutralised. 

§  257.  The  freedom  of  the  Open  Sea  involves  per-  Nayiga- 
fect  freedom  of  navigation  for  vessels  of  all  nations,  oere* 
whether  men-of-war,  other  public  vessels,  or  merchant-  ^*S!e* 
men.    It  involves,  further,  absence  of  compulsory  Open  Sea. 
maritune  ceremonials  on  the  Open  Sea.    According 
to  the  Law  of  Nations,  no  rights  whatever  of  salute 
exist  between  vessels  meeting  on  the  Open  Sea.    All 
so-called  maritime  ceremonials  on  the  Open  Sea  ^  are 

1  Conoeming  thedistinotion  be-        '  Bat  not  within  the  maritime 

tween  theatre  and  region  of  war,  belt  or  other  territorial   waters, 

see  below,  voL  11.  $  70.  (See  above,  {§  122  and  187.) 

*  See  above,  §  i8i. 
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a  matter  either  of  courtesy  and  usage  or  of  special 
conventions  and  Municipal  Laws  of  those  States 
under  whose  flags  vessels  sail.  There  is  in  especial 
no  right  of  any  State  to  require  a  salute  from  foreign 
merchantmen  for  its  men-of-war.^ 

The  freedom  of  the  Open  Sea  involves  likewise 
freedom  of  inoffensive  passage  ^  through  the  maritime 
belt  for  merchantmen  of  all  nations,  and  also  for 
men-of-war  of  all  nations  in  so  far  as  the  part  con- 
cerned of  the  maritime  belt  forms  a  part  of  the 
highways  for  international  traffic.  Without  such 
freedom  of  passage,  navigation  on  the  Open  Sea 
by  vessels  of  all  nations  would  be  a  physical  impos- 
sibiUty. 
Claim  of  §  258.  Since  no  State  can  exercise  protection  over 
Mwitime  vesscls  that  do  not  sail  under  its  flag,  and  since  every 
^^-  vessel  must,  in  the  interest  of  the  order  and  safety  of 
the  Open  Sea,  sail  under  the  flag  of  a  State,  the 
question  has  been  raised  whether  not  only  maritime 
States  but  also  such  States  as  are  not  riparian  States 
of  the  Sea  have  a  claim  to  a  maritime  flag.  There 
ought  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  freedom  of  the  Open 
Sea  involves  a  claim  of  every  State,  whether  or  not 
riparian  of  the  Sea,  to  a  maritime  flag.  At  present 
no  such  non-riparian  State  actually  has  a  maritime 
flag,  and  all  vessels  belonging  to  subjects  of  such 
non-riparian  States  sail  under  the  flag  of  a  maritime 
State.  But  any  day  might  bring  a  change.  The 
question  as  to  the  claim  to  a  maritime  flag  on  the 
part  of  a  non-maritime  State  was  discussed  in  Switzer- 
land. When,  in  1864,  Swiss  merchants  in  Trieste, 
Smyrna,  Hamburg,  and  St.  Petersburg  applied  to  the 

^  That  men-of-war  can  on  the  moniab,  but  with  the  sapervision 

open  Sea  ask  suBpicionB  foreign  of  the  Open  Sea  in  the  interest  of 

merchantmen  to  show  their  flags  its  safety.    (See  below,  §  266.) 

has   nothing   to    do   with    cere-  *  See  above,  §  188. 
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Swiss  Bundesrath  for  permission  to  have  their  vessels 
saiUng  under  the  Swiss  flag,  the  Bundesrath  was 
ready  to  comply  with  the  request,  but  the  Swiss 
Parliament,  the  Bundesversammlung,  refused  the 
necessary  consent.  In  1889  ^^^  1S91  new  appli- 
cations of  the  same  kind  were  made,  but  Switzerland 
again  refused  to  have  a  maritime  flag.^  She  had  no 
doubt  that  she  had  a  claim  to  such  flag,  but  was 
aware  of  the  difficulties  arising  from  the  fact  that, 
having  no  seaports  of  her  own,  vessels  sailing  under 
her  flag  would  in  many  points  have  to  depend  upon 
the  goodwill  of  the  maritime  Powers.^ 

Such  States  as  have  a  maritime  flag  as  a  rule 
have  a  war  flag  difierent  from  their  commercial  flag ; 
some  States,  however,  have  one  and  the  same  flag  for 
both  their  navy  and  their  mercantile  marine.  But  it 
must  be  mentioned  that  a  State  can  by  an  international 
convention  be  restricted  to  a  mercantile  flag  only, 
such  State  being  prevented  from  having  a  navy. 
This  is  the  position  of  Montenegro^  according  to 
article  30  of  the  Treaty  of  BerUn  of  1878. 

§  259.  Grotius  and  many  writers  who  follow  ^  him  Rationale 
establish  two  facts  as  the  reason  for  the  freedom  of  preSom 
the  Open  Sea.     They  maintain,  first,  that  a  part  of  ^^®g^ 
the  Open  Sea  could  not  effectively  be  occupied  by  a 
Navy  and  could  therefore  not  be  brought  under  the 
actual  sway  of  any  State.     And  they  assert,  secondly, 
that  Nature   does  not  give  a  right  to  anybody  to 
appropriate  such  things  as  may  inoffensively  be  used 
by  everybody  and  are  inexhaustible,  and,  therefore, 
sufficient  for  all.^    The  last  argument  has  nowadays 

^  See     Sails,    Sohweizerisches  '  See  above,  §  127. 

Bnndesreoht  (1891),  vol.  I.  p.  234.  *  See,  for   instance,  Twiss,  I. 

*  The  question  is  disonssed  by  {  172,  and  Westlake,  I.  p.  160. 

Galvo,  I.    §  427,  and  Twiss,    I.  ^  See  Grotins,  II.  o.  2,  $  3. 
$§  197  and  198. 
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hardly  any  value,  especially  for  those  who  have 
freed  themselves  from  the  £uicifrd  roles  of  the  so- 
called  Law  of  Nature.  And  the  first  argument  is 
now  without  basis  in  bee  of  the  development  of  the 
modem  navies,  since  the  number  of  public  vessels 
which  the  different  States  possess  at  present  would 
enable  many  a  State  to  occupy  effectively  one  part 
or  another  of  the  Open  Sea.  The  real  reason  for  the 
freedom  of  the  Open  Sea  is  represented  in  the  motive 
which  led  to  the  attack  against  maritime  sovereignty, 
and  in  the  purpose  for  which  such  attack  was  made — 
namely,  the  freedom  of  intercourse,  and  especially 
commerce,  between  the  States  which  are  severed  by 
the  Sea.  The  Sea  being  an  international  highway 
which  connects  distant  lands,  it  is  the  common  con- 
viction that  it  should  not  be  under  the  sway  of  any 
State  whatever.  It  is  in  the  interest  of  free  inter- 
course ^  between  the  States  that  the  principle  of  the 
freedom  of  the  Open  Sea  has  become  universally 
recognised  and  wiU  always  be  upheld.^ 

^  See  above,  §  142.  treaty  be  prevented  from  navigat- 

*  Connected  with  the  reason  for  mg  on  the  whole  or  on  certain 

the  freedom  of  the  <^en  Sea  is  vfcts   of    the   Open    Sea.     See 

the   merely  tiieoretical   question  Fradier-Fod^6,  II.  Nos.  881-885, 

whether  the  vessels  of   a  State  where  this  point  is  exhaustively 

oould   through    an   international  disoassed. 
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IV 

Jurisdiction  on  thb  Open  Sea 

Vattel,  II.  §  80— Hall,  §  45—- Weatiake,  I.  pp.  166-176 — Lawrence, 
§  120— Halleek,  p.  438— Taylor,  §$  262-267— Walker,  5  20— 
TVheaton,  §  106— Bluntsohli,  S§  317-352— Hefiter,  §§  78-80— 
Stoerk  in  Holtzendorff,  11.  pp.  518-550— Liszt,  §  26— Bonfils,  Noe. 
578-580,  597-613— Deepagnet,  Nos.  431-439— Pradier-Fod^r^,  V. 
Noe.  2376-2470— Rivier,  I.  J  18— Calvo,  I.  §§  385-473— Fiore,  11. 
N08.  730-742— Martens,  11.  {§  55-56 — ^Perels,  §  12— Testa,  pp.  98- 
112— Ortolan,  "Diplomatie  de  la  mer"  (1856),  IL  254-326— Hall, 
''Foreign  Powers  and  Jurisdiotion  of  the  British  Crown  "  (1894), 
§§  106-109. 

§  260.  Jurisdiction  on  the  Open  Sea  is  in  the  Jorisdio- 
main  connected  with  the  maritime  flag  under  which  the  Open 
vessels  sail.  This  is  the  consequence  of  the  fact  ^Sniy 
stated  above  ^  that  a  certain  legal  order  is  created  on  J|^!^  ^^ 
the  Open  Sea  through  the  co-operation  of  rules  of  the 
Law  of  Nations  with  rules  of  the  Municipal  Laws  of 
such  States  as  possess  a  maritime  flag.  But  two 
points  must  be  emphasised.  The  one  is  that  this 
jurisdiction  is  not  jurisdiction  over  the  Open  Sea 
as  such,  but  only  over  vessels,  persons,  and  goods 
on  the  Open  Sea.  And  the  other  is  that  jurisdic- 
tion on  the  Open  Sea  is,  although  mainly,  not 
exclusively  connected  with  the  flag  under  which 
vessels  sidl,  because  men-of-war  of  all  nations  have, 
as  will  be  seen,^  certain  powers  over  merchantmen  of 
all  nations.  The  points  which  must  therefore  be 
here  discussed  singly  are — ^the  claim  of  vessels  to 
sail  under  a  certain  flag,  ship-papers,  the  name  of 
vessels,  the  connection  of  vessels  with  the  territory 
of  the  flag  State,  the  safety  of  traffic  on  the  Open 
Sea,  the  powers  of  men-of-war  over  merchantmen  of 
all  nations,  and,  lastly,  shipwreck. 

^  See  above,  §  255.  *  See  below.  §  266. 
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cuumoi        S  261.  The  Law  of  Nations  does  not  include  any 

Vessels  to  .  . 

saQ  under  rules  regarding  the  claim  of  vessels  to  sail  under  a 
JjJ^***°  certain  maritime  flag,  but  imposes  the  duty  upon 
every  State  having  a  maritime  flag  to  stipulate  by  its 
own  Municipal  Laws  the  conditions  to  be  fulfilled  by 
those  vessels  which  wish  to  sail  under  its  flag.  Li 
the  interest  of  order  on  the  Open  Sea,  a  vessel  not 
sailing  under  the  maritime  flag  of  a  State  enjoys  no 
protection  whatever,  for  the  freedom  of  navigation  on 
the  Open  Sea  is  freedom  for  such  vessels  only  as  sail 
under  the  flag  of  a  State.  But  a  State  is  absolutely 
independent  in  framing  the  rules  concerning  the 
claim  of  vessels  to  its  flag.  It  can  in  especial 
authorise  such  vessels  to  sail  under  its  flag  as  are  the 
property  of  foreign  subjects;  but  such  foreign 
vessels  sailing  under  its  flag  fall  thereby  under  its 
jurisdiction.  The  difierent  States  have  made  different 
rules  concerning  the  sailing  of  vessels  under  their 
flags.^  Some,  as  Great  Britain  ^  and  Gtermany,  allow 
only  such  vessels  to  sail  under  their  flags  as  are  the 
exclusive  property  of  their  citizens  or  of  corporations 
established  on  their  territory.  Others,  as  Argentina, 
admit  vessels  which  are  the  property  of  foreigners. 
Others  again,  as  France,  admit  vessels  which  are  in 
part  the  property  of  French  citizens. 

But  no  State  can  allow  such  vessel  to  sail  under  its 
flag  as  already  sails  under  the  flag  of  another  State. 
Just  as  a  vessel  not  sailing  under  the  flag  of  a  State, 
so  a  vessel  sailing  under  the  flags  of  two  different 
States  does  not  enjoy  any  protection  whatever.  Nor 
is  protection  enjoyed  by  such  vessel  as  sails  under 
the  flag  of  a  State  which,  like  Switzerland,  has  no 

^  See  Calvo,  I.  §{  393-4231  where  '  See  seotion  i  of  ihe  Merohant 
the  respective  Miinicipal  I^ws  of  Shipping  Act,  1894  (27  &  28  Vict, 
most  countries  are  quoted.  c.  60). 
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maritime  flag.  Vessels  belonging  to  persons  who 
are  subjects  of  States  without  a  maritime  flag  must 
obtain  authority  to  sail  under  some  other  State's  flag, 
if  they  wish  to  enjoy  protection  on  the  Open  Sea. 
And  any  vessel,  although  the  property  of  foreigners, 
which  sails  without  authority  under  the  flag  of  a 
State,  may  be  captured  by  the  men-of-war  of  such 
State,  prosecuted,  punished,  and  confiscated. 

§  262.  All  States  with  a  maritime  flag  are  by  the  ship 
Law  of  Nations  obliged  to  make  private  vessels  sail-  *^*"" 
ing  under  their  flags  carry  on  board  so-caUed  ship 
papers,  which  servf  the^rpose  of  identification  oS 
the  Open  Sea.  But  neither  the  number  nor  the  kind 
of  such  papers  is  prescribed  by  International  Law, 
and  the  Municipal  Laws  of  the  diflerent  States  differ 
much  on  this  subject.^  But,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
agree  as  to  the  following  papers  : — 

(i)  An  official  voucher  authorising  the  vessel  to 
sail  under  its  flag.  This  voucher  consists  of  a  Cer- 
tificate of  Begistry,  in  case  the  flag  State  possesses, 
like  Great  Britain  and  Germany  for  instance,  a  register 
of  its  mercantile  marine  ;  in  other  cases  the  voucher 
consists  of  a  "Passport,"  "Sea-letter,"  "Sea-brief," 
or  of  some  other  document  serving  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  vessel's  nationality. 

(2)  The  Muster  Boll.  This  is  a  list  of  all  the 
members  of  the  crew,  their  nationaUty,  and  the  like. 

(3)  The  Log  Book.  This  is  a  full  record  of  the 
voyage,  with  all  nautical  details. 

(4)  The  Manifest  of  Cargo.  This  is  a  list  of  the 
cargo  of  a  vessel,  with  details  concerning  the  number 
and  the  mark  of  each  package,  the  names  of  the 
shippers  and  the  consignees,  and  the  like. 

^  See  Holland,  Manual  of  Naval  papers  reooired  by  the  different 
Prize  Law,  §5  I7^i94»  where  the    maritime  states  are  enumerated. 
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(5)  The  Bills  of  Lading.  These  are  duplicates  of 
the  documents  which  the  master  of  the  vessel  hands 
over  to  the  shipper  of  the  goods  at  shipment. 

(6)  The  Charter  Party,  if  the  vessel  is  chartered. 
This  is  the  contract  between  the  owner  of  the  ship, 
who  lets  it  wholly  or  in  part,  and  the  charterer,  the 
person  who  hires  it. 

Names  of  §  263.  Every  State  must  register  the  names  of  aU 
private  vessels  sailing  under  its  flag,  and  it  must 
make  them  bear  their  names  visibly,  so  that  every 
vessel  may  be  identified  from  a  distance.  No  vessel 
must  be  allowed  to  change  her  name  without  per- 
mission and  fresh  registration.^ 
Terri-  §  264.  It  is  a  customary  rule  of   the    Law  of 

QnaUty  of  Nations  that  men-of-war  and  other  public  vessels  of 
tti?^en*  *^y  State  are,  whilst  on  the  Open  Sea  as  well  as  in 
Sea-  foreign  territorial  waters,  in  every  point  considered 

as  though  they  were  floating  parts  of  their  home 
States.^  Private  vessels  are  only  considered  as 
though  they  were  floating  portions  of  the  flag  State 
in  so  far  as  they  remain  whilst  on  the  Open  Sea  in 
principle  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
flag  State.  Thus  the  birth  of  a  child,  a  will  or 
business  contract  made,  a  crime  committed  on  board 
ship,  and  the  like,  are  considered  as  happening  on 
the  territory  and  therefore  under  the  territorial 
supremacy  of  the  flag^  State.  But  although  they 
appear  in  this  respect  as  though  they  were,  private 
vessels  are  in  fact  not  floating  portions  of  the  flag 
State.  For  in  time  of  war  belligerent  men-of-war  can 
visit,  search,  and  capture  neutral  private  vessels  on 

I  Ab  regards  Oreat  Britain,  see  abroad  remain  under  the  peraonal 

seet.  47  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  sapremaoy  of  their  iiome  State, 

Act,  1894.  nothing  can  prevent  a  State  from 

'  See  above,  §  172,  and  below,  legislatmg  as  regards  suoh  of  its 

§§  447-451.  citizens  as  sail  on  the  Open  Sea 

*  Since,    however,    individuals  on  board  a  foreign  vesseL 


JUBISDICnON  ON  THE  OPEN  SEA  319 

the  Open  Sea  for  breach  of  blockade,  contraband, 
and  the  like,  and  in  time  of  peace  men-of-war  of  all 
nations  have  certain  powers^  over  merchantmen  of 
all  nations. 

§  265.  No  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations  exist  for  Si^  of 
the  purpose  of  preventing  collisions,  saving  lives  the  Open 
after  collisions,  and  the  Uke,  but  every  State  possess-  ®^ 
ing  a  maritime  flag  -has  legislated  for  the  conduct  on 
the  Open  Sea  of  vessels  sailing  under  its  flag  con- 
cerning signalling,  piloting,  courses,  collisions,  and 
the  like.  Although  every  State  can  legislate  on 
these  matters  independently  of  other  States,  more 
and  more  corresponding  rules  have  been  put  into 
force  by  all  the  States  during  the  second  half  of  the 
nineteenth  century,  foUowing  the  lead  given  by 
Great  Britain  through  section  25  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  Amendment  Act  of  1862,  the  ^^Begula- 
tions  for  preventing  Collisions  at  Sea  "  which  accom- 
pany this  Act,  and,  further.  Sections  16  to  20  of  the 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1873.^  -^^  ^h®  "Com- 
mercial Code  of  Signals  for  the  Use  of  all  Nations," 
published  by  Great  Britain  in  1857,  has  been  adopted 
by  all  maritime  States.  In  1889  the  so-called 
Maritime  Conference  took  place  at  Washington,  at 
which  eighteen  maritime  States  were  represented 
and  which  recommended  a  body  of  rules  for  pre- 
venting collisions  at  sea  to  be  adopted  by  the 
single  States,^  and  a  revision  of  the  Code  of  Signals. 
These  regulations  were  revised  in  1890  by  a  British 
Committee  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trade,*  and, 

^  See  below,  §  266.    The  qnes-  the  Merchant  Shipping  Aet,  1894 

tion  of  the  territoriality  of  veseek  (57  ft  58  Vict.  0.  60). 

is  ably  disousBed  by  Hall,  §§  76-  '  See  Martens,  N.B.Q.,  2nd  aer. 

79.  XII.  p.  416. 

*  See  25  ft  26  Vict.  c.  63 ;    36  *  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 

ft  37  Vict.  c.  83.  The  matter  isnow  XXII.  p.  113. 
dealt  with  by  Seotions4i8-42i  of 
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after  some  direct  negotiations  between  the  Govern- 
ments, most    maritime    States    have    made    corre- 
sponding regulations  by  their  Municipal  Laws.^    And 
a  new  and  revised  edition  of ''  The  International  Code 
of  Signals  "  was  published  by  the  British  Board  of 
Trade,  in  conformity  with  arrangemeiits  with  other 
maritime  Powers,  in  1 900,  and  is  now  in  general  use.^ 
Powenoi       §  266.  Although  the  freedom  of  the  Open  Sea 
^tw    ^^^  the  fact  that  vessels  on  the  Open  Sea  remain 
J^SrSi  ^^der  the  jurisdiction  of   the    flag   State  exclude 
Nations,     as  a  rule  the  exercise  of  any  State's  authority  over 
foreign  vessels,  there  are  certain  exceptions  in  the 
interest  of  all  maritime  nations.      These  exceptions 
are  the  following : 

(i)  Blockade  and  Contraband.  In  time  of  war 
belligerents  can  blockade  not  only  enemy  ports  and 
territorial  coast  waters,  but  also  parts  of  the  Open 
Sea  adjoining  those  ports  and  waters,  and  neutral 
merchantmen  attempting  to  break  such  a  blockade  can 
be  confiscated.  And,  further,  in  time  of  war  belligerent 
men-of-war  can  visit,  search,  and  eventually  seize 
neutral  merchantmen  for  contraband,  and  the  like. 

(2)  Verification  of  Flag.  It  is  a  universally  re- 
cognised customary  rule  of  International  Law  that 
men-of-war  of  all  nations  have,  to  maintain  the 
safety  of  the  Open  Sea  against  piracy,  the  power 
to  require  suspicious  private  vessels  on  the  Open 
Sea  to  show  their  flag.^    But  such  vessels  must  be 

^  Latest   British    Begnlations,  This  power   of   men-of-war   has 

1896.  given  ocoaaion  to  much  dispute 

3  The  matter  of  collision  at  sea  and  disonssion,  bnt  in  fact  nobody 

is  exhaustively  treated  by  Prien,  denies  that  in  case  of  grave  sus- 

Der  Zusammenstoss  von  Schiffen  picion  this  power  does  exist.    (See 

naoh  den  Gesetzen  des  Erdballs  Twiss,  I.  §  193;  Hall,  §  81,  p.  276; 

(2nded.  1899).  Flore,  II.  Nos.  732-736;  Perels, 

3  So-called  "Droit  d'enqudte"  §17;     Taylor,    §  266;    B<mfils, 

or   "Verification    du    pavilion."  No.  519.) 
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suspicious,  and,  since  a  vessel  may  be  a  pirate 
although  she  shows  a  flag,  she  may  eventually  be 
stopped  and  visited  for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  her 
papers  and  thereby  verifying  the  flag.  It  is,  how- 
ever, quite  obvious  that  this  power  of  men-of-war 
must  not  be  abused,  and  that  the  home  State  is 
responsible  for  damages  in  case  a  man-of-war  stops 
and  visits  a  foreign  merchantman  without  sufficient 
ground  of  suspicion.  The  right  of  every  State  to 
punish  piracy  on  the  Open  Sea  .will  be  treated 
below,  §§  272-280. 

(3)  So-called  Bight  of  Pursuit.  It  is  a  universally 
recognised  customary  rule  that  men-of-war  of  a 
riparian  State  can  pursue  into  the  Open  Sea,  seize, 
and  bring  back  into  a  port  for  trial  any  foreign 
merchantman  that  has  violated  the  law  whilst  in 
the  territorial  waters  of  the  State  in  questicln. 
But  such  pursuit  into  the  Open  Sea  is  permissible 
only  if  commenced  whUe  the  merchantman  is  still 
in  the  said  territorial  waters  or  has  only  just  escaped 
thence,  and  the  pursuit  must  stop  as  soon  as  the 
merchantman  passes  into  the  maritime  belt  of  a 
foreign  State.^ 

(4)  Abuse  of  Mag.  It  is  another  universally  re- 
cognised rule  that  men-of-war  of  every  State  may 
seize  and  bring  to  a  port  of  their  own  for  punishment 
any  foreign  vessel  sailing  under  the  flag  of  such  State 
without  authority.^    Accordingly,  Great  Britain  has, 

^  See  Hall,  §  80.  chantmeo    on    the    Open     Sea. 

*  The  four  exceptions  men-  According  to  such  agreements, 
tioned  in  the  text  above  are  based  which  are,  however,  not  universal, 
on  miiversally  recognised  ens-  the  following  additional  exceptions 
tomary  redes  oithe  Law  of  Nations,  may  be  enumerated : 
It  is,  of  course,  possible  for  (i)  In  the  interest  of  the  sop- 
several  States  to  enter  into  treatv  pression  of  the  slave  trade,  the 
agreements  according  to  which  signatory  Powers  of  the  General 
their  men-of-war  acquire  certain  Act  of  the  Brussels  Conference  of 
powers  over  each   other's   mer-  1890,   to   which   all   the   larger 

VOL.  L  y 
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by  section  69  of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1894, 
enacted: — ^Jf  a  person  uses  the  British  flag  and 
assumes  the  British  national  character  on  board  a 
ship  owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  any  persons  not 
qualified  to  own  a  British  ship,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  ship  appear  a  British  ship,  the  ship  shsJl 
be  subject  to  forfeiture  under  this  Act,  unless  the 
assumption  has  been  made  for  the  purpose  of 
escaping  capture  by  an  enemy  or  by  a  foreign  ship 
of  war  in  the  exercise  of  some  belligerent  right/' 
How  Yen.  §  267.  A  man-of-war  which  meets  a  suspicious 
jSgi?°  merchantman  not  showing  her  colours  and  wishes 
effeoted.  iq  verify  the  same,  hoists  her  own  flag  and  fires 
a  blank  cartridge.  This  is  a  signal  for  the  other 
vessel  to  hoist  her  flag  in  reply.  K  she  takes  no 
notice  of  the  signal,  the  man-of-war  fires  a  shot 
across  her  bows.  K  the  suspicious  vessel,  in  spite 
of  this  warning,  still  declines  to  hoist  her  flag,  the 
suspicion  becomes  so  grave  that  the  man-of-war  may 
compel  her  to  bring  to  for  the  purpose  of  visiting 
her  and  thereby  verifying  her  nationality. 
How  Visit  $  268.  The  intention  to  visit  may  be  communicated 
IB  eneoMo.  ^  ^  merchantman  either  by  hailing  or  by  the  "  in- 
forming gun  "—that  is,  by  firing  either  one  or  two 
blank  cartridges.  If  the  vessel  takes  no  notice  of 
this  communication,  a  shot  may  be  fired  across  her 
bows  as  a  signal  to  bring  to,  and,  if  this  also  has  no 
effect,  force  may  be  resorted  to.  After  the  vessel  has 
been  brought  to,  either  an  officer  is  sent  on  board  for 


maritime  Powers  belong,  have,  by  omiBers  of  the  riparian  Powers  con- 
articles  20-65,  stipulated  that  their  trol  all  fishing  vessels  and  bmn- 
men-of-war  shall  have  the  power,    boats.  (See  below,  §§  282  and  283.) 


in  certain  parts  of  the  Open  Sea  (3)  In  the  interest  of   Trans- 

where  slave  traffic  still  continues,  atlantio  telegraph  cables,  men-of- 

to  stop  every  suspect  vessel  under  war  of  the  signatory  Powers  of  the 

5C»  tons.  treaty  for  the  protection  of  such 

(2)    In   the    interest    of    the  cables  have  certain  powers  over 

Fisheries  in  the  North  Sea,  special  merchantmen.  (See  below,  $  287.) 
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the  purpose  of  inspecting  her  papers,  or  her  master  is 
ordered  to  bring  his  ship  papers  for  inspection  on 
board  the  man-of-war.  If  the  inspection  proves  the 
papers  to  be  in  order,  a  memorandum  of  the  visit  is 
made  in  the  log-book,  and  the  vessel  is  allowed  to 
proceed  on  her  course. 

§  269.  Search  is  naturally  a  measure  which  visit  How 
must  always  precede.     It  is  because   the  visit  has  2§2o£i^" 
given  no  satisfaction  that  search  is  instituted.   Search 
is  effected  by  an  officer  and  some  of  the  crew  of  the   ^/ 
man-of-war,  the  master  and  crew  of  the  vessel  to  be 
searched  not  being  compelled  to  render  any  assistance 
whatever  except  to  open  locked  cupboards  and  the 
like.      The   search  must  take  place  in  an  orderly 
way,  and  no  damage  must  be  done  to  the  cargo.     If 
the  search  proves  everything  to  be  in  order,   the 
searchers  have  carefully  to  replace   everything  re- 
moved, a  memorandum  of  the  search  is  to  be  made 
in  the  log-book,    and  the  searched  vessel  is  to  be 
allowed  to  proceed  on  her  course. 

§  270.  Arrest  of  a  vessel  takes  place  either  after  how 
visit  and  search  have  shown  her  liable  thereto,  or  ^JJJ^ 
after  she  has  committed  some  act  which  alone 
already  justifies  her  seizure.  Arrest  is  effected 
through  the  commander  of  the  arresting  man-of-war 
appointing  one  of  her  officers  and  a  part  of  her  crew 
to  take  charge  of  the  arrested  vessel.  Such  officer 
is  responsible  for  the  vessel  and  her  cargo,  which 
latter  must  be  kept  safe  and  intact.  The  arrested 
vessel,  either  accompanied  by  the  arresting  vessel 
or  not,  must  be  brought  to  such  harbour  as  is 
determined  by  the  cause  of  the  arrest.  Thus, 
neutral  or  enemy  ships  seized  in  time  of  war  are 
always  to  be  brought  into  a  harbour  of  the  flag 
State  of  the  captor.    And  the  same  is  the  case  in 

t2 
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time  of  peace,  when  a  vessel  is  seized  because  her 
flag  cannot  be  verified  or  because  she  was  sailing  under 
no  flag  at  all.  On  the  other  hand,  when  a  fishing 
vessel  or  a  bumboat  is  arrested  in  the  North 
Sea,  she  is  always  to  be  brought  into  a  harbour 
of  her  flag  State  and  handed  over  to  the  authorities 
there.* 
Shipwreck  §271.  It  is  at  present  the  general  conviction  on 
trass  on  the  part  of  the  States  that  goods  and  persons  ship- 
^e^open  ^j^eckcd  ou  the  Open  Sea  do  not  thereby  lose  the 
protection  of  the  flag  State  of  the  shipwrecked 
vessel.  No  State  is  allowed  to  recognise  appropria* 
tion  of  abandoned  vessels  and  other  derelicts  on  the 
Open  Sea  by  those  of  its  subjects  who  take  possession 
thereof.  But  every  State  can  by  its  Municipal  Laws 
enact  that  those  of  its  subjects  who  take  possession 
of  abandoned  vessels  and  of  shipwrecked  goods  need 
not  restore  them  to  their  owners  without  salvage, 
whether  the  act  of  taking  possession  took  place  on 
the  actual  Open  Sea  or  within  territorial  waters  and 
on  shore  of  the  respective  State. 

As  regards  vessels  in  distress  on  the  Open  Sea, 
some  writers  ^  maintain  that  men-of-war  must  render 
assistance  even  to  foreign  vessels  in  distress.  But  it 
is  impossible  to  say  that  there  is  a  customary  or 
conventional  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  in  existence 
which  imposes  upon  all  States  the  duty  of  instructing 
their  men-of-war  to  render  assistance  to  foreign  vessels 
in  distress,  although  many  States  order  by  Municipal 
Regulations  their  men-of-war  to  render  such 
assistance,  and  although  morally  every  vessel  is 
bound  to  render  assistance  to  another  vessel  in 
distress. 

^  See  below,  $$  282  and  283. 

*  See,  for  instance,  Perels,  §  25,  and  Fiore,  II.  No.  732. 
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V 

Piracy 

Hall,  SS  81-82— Westlake,  I.  pp.  177-182— Lawrence,  §  122— 
FhilUmore,  I.  $$  356-361— Twiss,  L  $$  177  wd  193— Halleck,  I. 
pp.  444-450— Taylor,  $$  188-189— Walker,  $  21— Wheaton, 
$S  122-124 — Blunteohli,  ${  343-350— Hefiker,  $  104— Gareifl  in 
Holtzendor£E;  n.  pp.571-581— GhureiB,$  58 — Liszt,  {  26— Ullmann, 
$  93— Bonfils,  N08.  592-594— Praclier-Fod^r4,V.  Nob.  2491-25 15— 
Biyier,  L  pp.  248-261— Calvo,  L  $$  485-512— Fiore,  L  Nos.  494- 
495— PeriBb,  S$  16-17— Testa,  pp.  90-97 —Ortolan,  <' Diplomatie  de 
la  mer  "  (1856),  L  pp.  231-253. 

§  272.  Piracy,  in  its  original  and  strict  meaning,  is  Concep- 
every  unauthorised  act  of  violence  committed  by  a  pinwy. 
private  vessel  on  the  Open  Sea  against  another 
vessel  with  intent  to  plunder  {animo  furandi).  The 
majority  of  writers  confine  piracy  to  such  acts,  which 
indeed  are  the  normal  cases  of  piracy.  But  there  are 
cases  possible  which  are  not  covered  by  this  narrow 
definition,  and  yet  they  are  practically  treated  as 
though  they  were  cases  of  piracy.  Thus,  if  the  members 
of  the  crew  revolt  and  convert  the  ship  and  the  goods 
thereon  to  their  own  use,  they  are  considered  to  be 
pirates,  although  they  have  not  committed  an  act  of 
violence  against  another  ship.  Thus,  secondly,  if 
unauthorised  acts  of  violence,  such  as  murder  of 
persons  on  board  the  attacked  vessel  or  destruction 
of  goods  thereon,  are  committed  on  the  Open  Sea 
without  intent  to  plunder,  such  acts  are  practically 
considered  to  be  piratical.  Tinder  these  circum- 
stances several  writers,^  correctly,  I  think,  oppose  the 
usual  definition  of  piracy  as  an  act  of  violence  com- 
mitted by  a  private  vessel  against  another  with 
intent  to  plunder     But  no  unanimity  exists  among 

^  Hall,  §  81;  Lawrenee   $  122;   Bhmtsehli,  {  343;  Lisst,  {  26; 
Calvo,  S  485. 
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these  very  wiiters  concerning  a  fit  definition  of 
piracy,  and  the  matter  is  therefore  very  controver- 
sial. If  a  definition  is  desired  which  really  covers 
all  such  acts  as  are  practically  treated  as  piratical, 
piracy  must  be  defined  as  every  unauthorised  act 
of  violence  against  persona  or  goods  committed  on  the 
Open  Sea  either  by  a  private  vessel  against  another 
vessel  or  by  the  mutinous  crew  or  passengers  against 
their  own  vessel. 

Already,  before  a  Law  of  Nations  in  the  modem 
sense  of  the  term  was  in  existence,  a  pirate  was  con- 
sidered an  outlaw,  a  '^hostis  human!  generis." 
According  to  the  Law  of  Nations  the  act  of  piracy 
makes  the  pirate  lose  his  national  character,  and 
thereby  the  protection  of  his  home  State;  and  his 
vessel,  although  she  may  formerly  have  possessed  a 
claim  to  sail  under  a  certain  State's  flag,  loses  such 
claim.  Piracy  is  a  so-called  "  international  crime ; "  ^ 
the  pirate  is  considered  the  enemy  of  every  State,  and 
can  be  brought  to  justice  anywhere. 
Priyate  §  273.  Private  vessels  only^  can  commit  piracy. 

Sub^eoto  A  man-of-war  or  other  public  ship,  as  long  as  she 
of  Piracy,  remains  such,  is  never  a  pirate.  K  she  commits 
unjustified  acts  of  violence,  redress  must  be  asked 
from  her  flag  State,  which  has  to  punish  the  com- 
mander and  to  pay  damages  where  required.  But  if 
a  man-of-war  or  other  public  ship  of  a  State  revolts 
and  cruises  the  sea  for  her  own  purposes,  she 
ceases  to  be  a  public  ship,  and  acts  of  violence  now 
committed  by  her  are  indeed  piratical  acts.  A 
privateer  is  not  a  pirate  as  long  as  her  acts  of 
violence  are  confined  to  enemy  vessels,  because  such 
acts   are    authorised  by    the  belligerent  in  whose 

^  See  above,  §  151.  matinoaB   orew   wiU   be  ireated 

*  Piracy    committed     by    the    below,  $  274. 
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services  she  is  acting.  And  it  matters  not  that  the 
privateer  is  originally  a  neutral  vessel.^  But  if  a 
neutral  vessel  were  to  take  Letters  of  Marque  from 
both  belligerents,  she  would  be  considered  a  pirate. 

Doubtful  is  the  case  where  a  privateer  in  a  civU  war 
has  received  her  Letters  of  Marque  from  the  insur- 
gents, and,  further,  the  case  where  during  a  civil  war 
men-of-war  join  the  insurgents  before  the  latter  have 
been  recognised  as  a  belligerent  Power.  It  is  evident 
that  the  legitimate  Government  will  treat  such  ships  as 
pirates ;  but  third  Powers  ought  not  to  do  so,  as  long 
as  these  vessels  do  not  commit  any  act  of  violence 
against  ships  of  these  third  Powers.  Thus,  in  1873, 
when  an  insurrection  broke  out  in  Spain,  Spanish 
men-of-war  stationed  at  Carthagena  fell  into  the 
hands  of  the  insurgents,  and  the  Spanish  Government 
proclaimed  these  vessels  pirates,  England,  France,  and 
Germany  instructed  the  commanders  of  their  men-of- 
war  in  the  Mediterranean  not  to  interfere  as  long  as 
these  insurgent  vessels  abstained  from  acts  of  violence 
against  the  lives  and  property  of  their  subjects.^ 

It  must  be  emphasised  that  the  motive  and  the 
purpose  of  such  acts  of  violence  do  not  alter  their 
piratical  character,  since  the  intent  to  plunder 
{animus  furandi)  is  not  required.  Thus,  for  instance, 
if  a  private  neutral  vessel  without  Letters  of  Marque 
during  war  out  of  hatred  of  one  of  the  beUigerents 
were  to  attack  and  to  sink  vessels  of  such  belligerent 
without  plundering  at  all,  she  would  nevertheless  be 
considered  as  a  pirate. 

§  274.  The  crew  or  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  Mutinous 
passengers  who  revolt  on  the  Open  Sea  and  convert  Pass^^ 
the  vessel  and  her  goods  to  their  own  use,  commit  |„"j^g 

of  Piracy. 
^  See    details    regarding    this        '  See  Oalvo,  I.  §§  497-901,  and 
controrerBial  point  in  Hall,  §  81.      Hall,  $  82. 
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thereby  piracy,  whether  the  vessel  is  private  or 
public.  But  a  simple  act  of  violence  alone  on  the 
part  of  crew  or  passengers  does  not  constitute 
in  itself  the  crime  of  piracy,  at  least  not  as  far  as 
International  Law  is  concerned.  If,  for  instance,  the 
crew  were  to  murder  the  master  on  account  of  his 
cruelty  and  afterwards  carry  on  the  voyage,  they 
would  be  murderers,  but  not  pirates.  They  are 
pirates  only  when  the  revolt  is  directed  not  merely 
against  the  master,  but  also  against  the  vessel,  for  the 
purpose  of  converting  her  and  her  goods  to  their  own 
use. 
Object  of  §  275.  The  object  of  piracy  is  any  public  or 
Piracy,  private  vessel,  or  the  persons  or  the  goods  thereon, 
whilst  on  the  Open  Sea.  In  the  regular  case  of 
piracy  the  pirate  wants  to  make  booty;  it  is  the 
cargo  of  the  attacked  vessel  which  is  the  centre  of 
his  interest,  and  he  might  free  the  vessel  and  the 
crew  after  having  appropriated  the  cargo.  But  he 
remains  a  pirate  whether  he  does  so  or  kills  the 
crew  and  appropriates  the  ship,  or  sinks  her.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  does  not  matter  if  the  cai^o  is  not 
the  object  of  his  act  of  violence.  If  he  stops  a  vessel 
and  takes  a  rich  passenger  off  with  the  intention  to 
keep  him  for  the  purpose  of  a  high  ransom,  his  act 
is  piracy.  It  is  likewise  piracy  if  he  stops  a  vessel 
for  the  purpose  of  killing  a  certain  person  only  on 
board,  although  he  may  afterwards  free  vessel,  crew, 
and  cargo. 

That  a  possible  object  of  piracy  is  not  only  another 
vessel,  but  also  the  very  ship  on  which  the  crew  and 
passenger  navigate,  is  an  inference  from  the  state- 
ments above  in  §  274. 
Piracy  §  276.  Piracy  is  effected  by  any  unauthorised  act 

eflMtad.     ^f  violence,  be  it  direct  application  of   force  or 
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intimidation  through  menace.  The  crew  or  pas- 
sengers who,  for  the  purpose  of  converting  a  vessel 
and  her  goods  to  their  own  use,  force  the  master 
through  intimidation  to  steer  another  course,  commit 
piracy  as  well  as  those  who  murder  the  master  and 
steer  the  vessel  themselves.  And  a  ship  which, 
through  the  threat  of  sinking  her  if  she  were  to 
refuse,  forces  another  ship  to  deliver  up  her  cargo  or 
a  person  on  board,  commits  piracy  as  well  as  the 
ship  which  attacks  another  vessel,  kills  her  crew,  and 
thereby  gets  hold  of  her  cargo  or  a  person  on  board. 

The  act  of  violence  need  not  be  consummated  to 
constitute  the  crime  of  piracy.  The  mere  attempt, 
such  as  attacking  or  even  chasing  only  for  the 
purpose  of  attack,  by  itself  comprises  piracy.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  is  doubtful  whether  persons 
cruising  in  armed  vessels  with  the  intention  of 
committing  piracies  are  liable  to  be  treated  as 
pirates  before  they  have  committed  a  single  act  of 
violence.^ 

§  277.  Piracy  as  an   '^international  crime"   can  whe» 
be  committed  on  the  Open  Sea  only.     Piracy  in  be'com^" 
territorial  coast  waters  has  quite  as  little  to  do  with  n^**®^- 
International  Law  as  other  robberies  on  the  territory 
of  a  State.     Some  writers  ^  maintain  that  piracy  need 
not  necessarily  be  committed  on  the  Open  Sea,  but 
that  it  suffices  that  the  respective  acts  of  violence 
are  committed  by  descent  from  the  Open  Sea.    They 
maintain,  therefore,  that  if  ^'  a  body  of  pirates  land 
on  an  island  unappropriated  by  a  civilised  Power, 
and  rob  and  murder  a  trader  who  may  be  carrying 
on  commerce  there  with  the  savage  inhabitants,  they 
are  guilty  of  a  crime  possessing  all  the  marks  of 

>  See  Stephen,  Digest  of  the        '  Hall,  $81;  Lawrence,  §  122; 
Criminal  Law,  article  104.  Westlake,  I.  p.  177. 
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commonplace  professional  piracy."  With  this  opinion 
I  cannot  agree.  Piracy  is,  and  always  has  been,  a 
crime  against  the  safety  of  traffic  on  the  Open 
Sea,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  committed  any- 
where else  than  on  the  Open  Sea. 

§  278.  A  pirate  and  his  vessel  lose  ipso  facto  by 
an  act  of  piracy  their  national  character  and  the 
protection  of  their  flag  State.  Every  maritime  State 
has  by  a  customary  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  the 
right  to  punish  pirates.  And  the  vessels  of  all 
nations,  whether  men-of-war,  other  public  vessels,  or 
merchantmen,^  can  on  the  Open  Sea  ^  chase,  attack, 
seize,  and  bring  the  pirate  home  for  trial  and  punish- 
ment by  the  Courts  of  their  own  country.  In  former 
times  it  was  said  to  be  a  customary  rule  of  Interna- 
tional Law  that  pirates  could  at  once  after  seizure  be 
hanged  or  drowned  by  the  captor.  But  this  cannot 
now  be  upheld,  although  some  writers  assert  that 
it  is  still  the  law.  It  would  seem  that  the  captor 
may  execute  pirates  on  the  spot  only  when  he  is  not 
able  to  bring  them  safely  into  a  port  for  trial ;  but 
Municipal  Law  may,  of  course,  interdict  such  execu- 
tion. Concerning  the  punishment  for  piracy,  the 
Law  of  Nations  lays  down  the  rule  that  it  may  be 
capital.  But  it  need  not  be,  the  Municipal  Law  of 
the  different  States  being  competent  to  order  any  less 
severe  punishment.  Nor  does  the  Law  of  Nations 
make  it  a  duty  for  every  maritime  State  to  punish  all 
pirates.^ 


^  A  few  writers  (Gareis  in 
Holtzendorff,  II.  p.  575 ;  Liszt, 
$  26 ;  UUmann,  $  93)  maintain, 
however,  that  men-of-war  only 
have  the  power  to  seize  the  pirate. 

'  If  a  pirate  is  chased  on  the 
Open  Sea  and  flees  into  the  terri- 
torial maritime  belt,  the  pnrsaers 


may  follow,  attack,  and  arrest  the 
pirate  there ;  but  they  must  give 
tdm  up  to  the  authorities  of  the 
riparian  State. 

*  Thus,  according  to  the  Gerinan 
Criminal  Code,  piracy  committed 
by  foreigners  against  foreign 
vessels  cannot   be   punished   by 
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That  men-of-war  of  all  nations  have,  with  a  view  to 
insuring  the  safety  of  traffic,  the  power  of  verifying 
the  flags  of  suspicious  merchantmen  of  all  nations, 
has  already  been  stated  above  (§  266,  No.  2). 

§  279.  The  question  as  to  the  property  in  the  seized  Pirata 
piratical  vessels  and  the  goods  thereon  has  been  the  ^^u^ 
subject  of  much  controversy.  During  the  seventeenth  *****^' 
century,  the  practice  of  several  States  conceded  such 
vessel  and  goods  to  the  captor  as  a  premium.  But 
during  the  eighteenth  century  the  rule  pirata  non 
mutat  dominium  became  more  and  more  recognised. 
Nowadays  the  conviction  would  seem  to  be  general  that 
ship  and  goods  have  to  be  restored  to  their  pro- 
prietors, and  may  be  conceded  to  the  captor  only 
when  the  real  ownership  cannot  be  ascertained.  In 
the  first  case,  however,  a  certain  percentage  of  the 
value  is  very  often  conceded  to  the  captor  as  a 
premium  and  an  equivalent  for  his  expenses  (so- 
called  droit  de  recourse})  Thus,  according  to  British 
Law,^  a  salvage  of  1 2^  per  cent,  is  to  be  paid  to 
the  captor  of  the  pirate. 

§280.  Piracy,  according  to  the  Law  of  Nations,  piracy 
which  has  been  defined  above  (§272)  as  every  un-  J^m^* 
authorised  act  of  violence  against  persons  or  goods  cip*ii*^- 
committed  on  the   Open  Sea  either  by  a  private 
vessel  against  another  vessel  or  by  the  mutinous 
crew  or  passengers  against  their  own  vessel,  must 
not  be  confounded  with  the  conception  of  piracy 

Gennan  Courts  (see  Perels,  $  17).  and  goods  in  Pradier-Fod^r^,  V 
From  artide  104  of  Stephen's  Nos.  2496-2499. 
Digest  of  the  Criminal  Law,  '  See  section  5  of  the  "  Act  to 
there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  repeal  an  Act  of  the  Sixth  Year  of 
according  to  English  Law  all  Emg  George  the  Fourth,  for  en- 
pirates  are  liable  to  be  pmiished.  cooraging  ue  Capture  or  Destruo- 
^  See  details  regarding  the  tion  of  PiraticsJ  Ships,  fto."  (13 
question  as  to  the  piratical  vessels  ft  14  Vict.  ch.  26). 
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according  to  the  different  Municipal  Laws.^  The 
single  States  may  confine  themselves  to  punishing 
as  piracy  a  narrower  circle  of  acts  of  violence  than 
that  which  the  Law  of  Nations  defines  as  piracy. 
On  the  other  hand,  they  may  punish  their  subjects 
as  pirates  for  a  much  wider  circle  of  acts.  Thus, 
for  instance,  according  to  the  Criminal  Law  of  Eng- 
land,^ every  English  subject  is  inter  alia  deemed  to 
be  a  pirate  who  gives  aid  or  comfort  upon  the  sea  to 
the  King's  enemies  during  a  war,  or  who  transports 
skves  on  the  High  Seas. 

However,  since  a  State  cannot  on  the  Open  Sea 
enforce  its  Municipal  Laws  against  others  than  its 
own  subjects,  no  State  can  treat  such  foreign  sub- 
jects on  the  Open  Sea  as  pirates  as  are  not  pirates 
according  to  the  Law  of  Nations.  Thus,  when  in 
1858,  before  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  America, 
British  men-of-war  molested  American  vessels  sus- 
pected of  carrying  slaves,  the  United  States  objected 
and  rightly  complained.^ 

^  See      Calvo,      $$    488-492;  Criminal  Law,  ftitioles  1 04-1 17. 

Lawrenee,S  123;  Pradier-Fod^r^,  *  See  Wharton,  HI.  $  327,  pp. 

V.  Nos.  2501  and  2502.  142  and  143;  and  Taylor,  $  190. 

'  See  Stephen,  Digest  of   the 
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OrotiuB,  II.  e.  3,  $  4— Vftttel,  I.  $  287— Hall,  $  37— Lftwrenee,  $111— 
Phillimore,  I.  $$  181-195— Twiss,  I.  $  185— Taylor,  $$  249-250— 
Wharton,  IL  $$  500-308— Wheakm,  $$  167-171— Bhmtflohli,  $  307 
— Stoerk  in  Holtzendorfi^  II.  pp.  504-507— Gareis,  $  62 — ^Liait, 
S  34'-UUmAnnf  S  92— Bonfils,  Nos.  581-582, 595— Pradier-Fod^r^! 
V.  Nob.  2446-2458— Bivier,  I.  pp.  243-245— Galvo,  I.  5J  357-364— 
Fioro,  n.  N06.  728-729— Martens,  I.  $  98— Pereb,  $  20— Hall, 
"Foreign  Powers  and  Jnrisdiotion "  (1894),  $  107— David,  "La 
ptebe  maritime  an  point  de  vne  international  '*  (1897). 

$281.  Whereas    the    fisheries  in  the    territorial  Fisheries 
maritime  belt  can  be  reserved  by  the  riparian  State  open  Sea 
for  its  own  subjects,  it  is  an  inference  of  the  freedom  ^SonB*" 
of  the  Open  Sea  that  the  fisheries  thereon  are  open  ^ 
to  vessels  of  all  nations.    Since,  however,  vessels 

*  Denmark  silently,  by  fishing  pursoit  of  fish  swimming  in  the 
reg|iilations  of  1872,  dropped  her  water.  When  carried  on  under 
elaam  to  an  exclnsive  ri^ht  of  State  protection,  as  that  off  the 
fisheries  within  twenty  miles  of  British  island  of  Ceylon,  or  that 
the  coast  of  Iceland.  (See  Hall,  in  the  Persian  Gnlf  which  is  pro- 
S  40,  p.  15^,  note  2.)  A  case  of  a  tected  by  British  ships  in  porsn- 
partictilar  and  would  seem  to  be  ance  of  treaties  with  certain  diiefs 
the  pearl  fishery  off  Ceylon,  which  of  the  Arabian  mainland,  it  may 
extends  to  a  £stance  of  twenty  be  regarded  as  an  occupation  of 
miles  from  the  shore  and  for  the  bed  of  the  sea.  In  that 
which  regulations  are  in  force  character  the  pearl  fishery  wfll  be 
which  are  enforced  against  f ordgn  territorial  even  though  the  shallow- 
as  well  as  Briti^  subjects.  Tne  ness  of  the  water  may  allow  it  to 
claim  on  which  these  regulations  be  practised  beyond  the  limit 
are  based  is  one  "  to  the  products  which  the  State  in  question  gene- 
of  certain  submerged  portions  of  rally  fixes  for  the  littoral  sea,  as  in 
land  which  have  been  treated  firom  the  case  of  Ceylon  it  is  practised 
time  Immemorial  bv  the  successive  beyond  the  three  miles  limit 
rulers  of  the  idand  as  suljeot  of  generaUy  recognised  by  Great 
property  and  jurisdiction."  See  Britain.  'Qui  doutera,'  says 
Hau,  Foreign  Powers  and  Juris-  Vattel  (I.  $  28), '  que  les  pteheries 
diction  (1894)1  p.  243,  note  I.  See  de  Bahrein  et  de  Ceylon  ne 
alsoWestliJce,I.p.  186,  who  says:  puissent  l^gitimement  tember  en 
"  llie  case  of  the  pearl  fishery  is  propri^t^  ? '  And  the  territorial 
peculiar,  the  pearls  being  obtained  nature  of  the  industry  will  carry 
from  the  sea  Dottom  by  divers,  so  with  it,  as  being  necessarv  for  its 
that  it  has  a  physical  connection  protection,  the  territorial  character 
with  the  stable  element  of  the  of  the  spot." 
locality  which  is  wanting  to  the 
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remain  whilst  on  the  Open  Sea  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  their  flag  State,  every  State  possessing  a 
maritime  flag  can  legislate  concerning  the  exercise 
of  fisheries  on  the  Open  Sea  on  the  part  of  vessels 
sailing  under  its  flag.  And  for  the  same  reason  a 
State  can  by  an  international  agreement  renounce 
its  fisheries  on  certain  parts  of  the  Open  Sea,  and 
accordingly  interdict  its  vessels  from  exercising 
fisheries  there.  If  certain  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions make  it  advisable  to  restrict  and  regulate  the 
fisheries  on  some  parts  of  the  Open  Sea,  the  Powers  are 
therefore  able  to  create  restrictions  and  regulations 
for  that  purpose  through  international  treaties.  Such 
treaties  have  been  concluded — first,  with  regard  to  the 
fisheries  in  the  North  Sea  and  the  suppression  of  the 
liquor  trade  among  the  fishing  vessels  in  that  Sea ; 
secondly,  with  regard  to  the  seal  fisheries  in  the 
Behring  Sea ;  thirdly,  with  regard  to  the  fisheries 
around  the  Faroe  Islands  and  Iceland. 
Fifheriei  §  282.  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  fisheries 
North  Sea.  in  the  North  Sea,  an  International  Conference  took 
place  at  the  Hague  in  1881  and  again  in  1882,  at 
which  Great  Britain,  Belgium,  Denmark,  France, 
Germany,  Holland,  and  Sweden-Norway  were  repre- 
sented, and  on  May  6,  1882,  the  International 
Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  the  Police  of  the 
Fisheries  in  the  North  Sea  outside  the  territorial 
waters^  was  signed  by  the  representatives  of  all 
these  States,  Sweden-Norway  excepted,  to  which  the 
option  of  joining  later  on  is  given.  This  treaty  con- 
tains the  following  stipulations  :  ^ — 

(i)  All  the  fishing  vessels  of  the  signatory  Powers 
must  be  registered,  and  the  registers  have  to  be 

1  Martens,  N.B.G.  3nd  eer.  IX.        *  The   matter   is  exhaustively 
p.  556.  treated   by   Bykere,    Le   regime 
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exchanged  between  the  Powers  (article  5).  Every 
vessel  has  to  bear  visibly  in  white  colour  on  black 
ground  its  number,  name,  and  the  name  of  its  har- 
bour (articles  fr-ii).  Every  vessel  must  bear  an 
official  voucher  of  her  nationality  (articles  12-13). 

(2)  To  avoid  conflicts  between  the  different  fishing 
vessels,  very  minute  interdictions  and  injunctions  are 
provided  (articles  14-25). 

(3)  The  supervision  of  the  fisheries  by  the  fishing 
vessels  of  the  signatory  Powers  is  exercised  by  special 
cruisers  of  these  Powers  (article  26).  With  the 
exception  of  those  contraventions  which  are  specially 
enumerated  by  article  27,  all  these  cruisers  are 
competent  to  verify  all  contraventions  committed  by 
the  fishing  vessels  of  all  the  signatory  Powers  (article 
28).  For  that  purpose  they  have  the  right  of  visit, 
search,  and  arrest  (article  29).  But  a  seized  fishing 
vessel  is  to  be  brought  into  a  harbour  of  her  flag 
State  and  to  be  handed  over  to  the  authorities  there 
(article  30).  All  contraventions  are  to  be  tried  by 
the  Courts  of  the  State  to  which  the  contravening 
vessels  belong  (article  36) ;  but  in  cases  of  a  trifling 
character  the  matter  can  be  compromised  on  the  spot 
by  the  commanders  of  the  special  public  cruisers  of 
the  Powers  (article  33). 

§  283.    Connected    with    the    regulation    of   the  Bmnboats 
fisheries  is  the  abolition  of  the  liquor  trade  among  Nor^Sea 
the  fishing  vessels  in  the  North  Sea.     Since  serious 
quarrels  and  difficulties  were  caused  through  bum- 
boats  and  floating  grognshops  selling  intoxicating 

l^gal  de  la  ptehe  maritime  dans  in   1883  the  ''Act  to  carry  into 

la  Mer  de  Nord  (1901).    To  carry  effect  an  International  Convention 

out  the  obligations  midertaken  by  concerning  the  Fisheries   in   the 

her  in  the  Convention   for    the  NorthSea,  and  to  amend  the  Laws 

regulation  of  the  fisheries  in  the  relating  to  British  Sea  Fisheries  * 

North  Sea,  Great  Britain  enacted  (46  A  47  Vict.  ch.  32.) 
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liquors  to  the  fishennen,  an  International  Conference 
took  place  at  the  Hague  in  1 886,  where  the  signatory 
Powers  of  the  Hague  Convention  concerning  the 
fisheries  in  the  North  Sea  were  represented.  And  on 
November  i6,  1887,  the  International  Convention 
concerning  the  AboUtion  of  the  Liquor  Traffic 
among  the  fishermen  in  the  North  Sea  was  signed 
by  the  representatives  of  these  Powers — ^namely,  Great 
Britain,  Belgium,  Denmark,  France,  Germany,  and 
Holland.  This  treaty^  was,  however,  not  ratified 
until  1894,  ^^^  France  did  not  ratify  it  at  all.  It 
contains  the  following  stipulations :  ^ — 

It  is  interdicted  to  sell  spirituous  drinks  to  persons 
on  board  of  fishing  vessels,  and  these  persons  are 
prohibited  from  buying  such  drinks  (article  2). 
Bumboats,  which  wish  to  sell  provisions  to  fishermen, 
must  be  licensed  by  their  flag  State  and  must  fly  a 
white  flag  ^  with  the  letter  S  in  black  in  the  middle 
(article  3).  The  special  cruisers  of  the  Powers 
which  supervise  the  fisheries  in  the  North  Sea  are 
likewise  competent  to  supervise  the  treaty  stipula- 
tions concerning  bumboats ;  they  have  the  right  to 
ask  for  the  production  of  the  proper  licence,  and 
eventually  the  right  to  arrest  the  vessel  (article  7). 
But  arrested  vessels  must  always  be  brought  into  a 
harbour  of  their  flag  State,  and  all  contraventions  are 
to  be  tried  by  Courts  of  the  flag  State  of  the  contra- 
vening vessel  (articles  2,  7,  8). 
Seal  §  284.   In    1886  a  conflict  arose  between  Great 

Fisheries    Britain  and  the  United  States  through  the  seizure  and 
Behring     confiscation  of  British-Columbian  vessels  which  had 

Sea. 

1  See  Mariens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.        '  This  flag   was  agreed  upon 

XrV.  p.  540,  and  XXII.  p.  563.  in  the  Protocol    concerning    ihe 

^  The    matter   is    treated   by  ratification  of  the  Convention.  (See 

Onillamne  in  B.I.,  XXVI.  (1894),  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  XXH. 

p.  488.  p.  565.) 
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hunted  seals  in  the  Behring  Sea  outside  the  American 
territorial  belt,  infringing  regulations  made  by  the 
United  States  concerning  seal  fishing  in  that  sea. 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  concluded  an 
arbitration  treaty  ^  concerning  this  conflict  in  1 892, 
according  to  which  the  arbitrators  should  not 
only  settle  the  dispute  itself,  but  also  (article  7) 
'^  determine  what  concurrent  regulations  outside  the 
jurisdictional  limits  of  the  respective  Governments 
are  necessary  "  in  the  interest  of  the  preservation  of 
the  seals.  The  Arbitration  Tribunal,  which  assembled 
and  gave  its  award  ^  at  Paris  in  1 893,  imposed  the 
duty  upon  both  parties  to  forbid  to  their  subjects 
the  tilling  of  seals  within  a  zone  of  sixty  miles  around 
the  Pribiloff  Islands ;  the  tilling  of  seals  at  all  between 
May  I  and  July  3 1  each  year ;  seal-fishing  with  nets, 
firearms,  and  explosives ;  seal-fishing  in  other  than 
specially  licensed  sailing  vessels.  Both  parties  in 
1894  carried  out  this  task  imposed  upon  them.^ 
The  other  maritime  Powers  were  at  the  same  time 
asked  by  the  United  States  to  submit  voluntarily 
to  the  regulations  made  for  the  parties  by  the 
arbitrators,  but  only  Italy*  has  agreed  to  this. 
Thus  the  matter  is  not  yet  settled  by  the  majority 
of  Powers,  but  I  ha^e  no  doubt  that  in  time  the 
United  States  will  succeed  in  getting  the  consent  of 
all  other  maritime  Powers.*^ 

§  285.  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  fisheries  Fishenei 
outside  territorial  waters  around  the  Faroe  Islands  ^  jJlioe 
and    Iceland,  Great    Britain  and  Denmark  signed  ifli*»3s 

*  See  Martens,  N.B.a.,  2iid  ser.    XXII.  p.  624.  ^^• 
XVIII.  p.  587.                                      ^  The  award  of  the  arbitratora 

'  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  of  the  Behring  Sea  dispute  is  dis- 

XXI.  p.  439.  cussed  by  Barclay  in  B.I.,  XXV. 

'  See  the  Behring  Sea  Award  (1893),  p.  417,  and  Engelhardt  in 

Act,  1894  (57  Vict.  0.  2).  B.I.,  XXVI.  (1894),  p.  386,  and 

*  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  B.G.,  V.  (1898),  pp.  193  and  347. 
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on  June  24,  1901,  the  Convention  of  London,^  whose 
stipulations  are  for  the  most  part  literally  the  same  as 
those  of  the  International  Convention  for  the  Begula- 
tion  of  the  Fisheries  in  the  North  Sea,  concluded  at 
the  Hague  in  1882.^  The  additional  article  of  this 
Convention  of  London  stipulates  that  any  other  State 
whose  subjects  fish  around  the  Faroe  Islands  and 
Iceland  may  accede  to  it. 


TeLegraph 
cables  in 
the  Open 
Sea 
admittodL 


yn 

Tblsgbafh  Cables  in  the  Open  Sea 

Bonfilfl,  No.  S83— PnwUer-FodM,  V.  No.  3548— Bivitfr,  L  pp.  244  and 
386— Fiore,  11.  No.  822— Stoerk  in  Hollsendorfl;  II.  pp.  507-508 
— lAusif  S  29--Xnimanni  {  92— Lanterbaoh,  *'Di6  Beaohftdigong 
nnteneeiBeher  Telegraphenkabel "  (1889)— -LandoiB,  **  Znr  Lehre 
Yom  Ydlkeneohtliohen  Sohnls  der  sabmaEinen  Telegraphenkabel " 
(1894) — Jouhftnnaad,  ''Lee  oAbles  Bow-marinB *'  (1904)— Benanh 
in  B.L,  Xn.  (1880),  p.  251,  XV.  (1883),  p.  17. 

§  286.  It  is  a  consequence  of  the  freedom  of  the 
Open  Sea  that  no  State  can  prevent  another  from  laying 
tdegraph  and  telephone  cables  in  any  part  of  the  Open 
Sea,  whereas  no  State  need  allow  this  within  its  terri- 
torial maritime  belt.  As  numerous  submarine  cables 
have  been  laid,  the  question  as  to  their  protection  arose. 
Already  in  1869  the  United  States  proposed  an  inter- 
national convention  for  this  purpose,  but  the  matter 
dropped  in  consequence  of  the  outbreak  of  the 
Franco-German  war.  The  Institute  of  International 
Law  took  the  matter  up  in  1879  ^  and  recommended 
an  international  agreement.  Li  1882  France  invited 
the  Powers  to  an  International  Conference  at  Paris 
for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  protection  of  sub- 

^  See  Treaty  Series,  No.  5, 1903.  ^  See  above,  $  282. 

*  See  Annnaire,  lEI.  pp.  35I-394* 
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marine  cables.  This  conference  met  in  October  1882, 
again  in  October  1883,  and  produced  the  "Inter- 
national Convention  for  the  Protection  of  Submarine 
Telegraph  Cables''  which  was  signed  at  Paris  on  April 
16,  1884.1 

The  signatory  Powers  are : — Great  Britain,  Argen- 
tina, Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  Brazil,  Colombia, 
Costa  Bica,  Denmark,  San  Domingo,  France,  Germany, 
Greece,  Guatemala,  Holland,  Italy,  Persia,  Portugal, 
Boumania,  Bussia,  Salvador,  Servia,  Spain,  Sweden- 
Norway,  Turkey,  the  United  States,  and  Uruguay. 
Colombia  and  Persia  did  not  ratify  the  treaty,  but, 
on  the  other  hand,  Japan  acceded  to  it  later  on. 

§  287.  The  protection  afforded  to  submarine  tele-  inteni*. 
graph  cables  finds  its  expression  in  the  following  ^^tion 
stipulations  of  this  international  treaty : —  ^  ^^' 

(i)  Intentional  or  culpably  negligent  breakmg  or  Tei^praph 
damaging  of  a  cable  in  the  Open  Sea  is  to  be  pun-       ^ 
ished  by  all   the  signatory  Powers,'  except  in  the 
case  of  such  damage  having  been  caused  in  the  effort 
of  self-preservation  (article  2). 

(2)  Ships  within  sight  of  buoys  indicating  cables 
which  are  being  laid  or  which  are  damaged  must 
keep  at  least  a  quarter  of  a  nautical  mile  distant 
(article  6). 

(3)  For  dealing  with  infractions  of  the  interdictions 
and  injunctions  of  the  treaty  the  Courts  of  the  flag 
State  of  the  infringing  vessel  are  exclusively  com- 
petent (article  8). 

(4)  Men-of-war  of  all  signatory  Powers  have  a 
right  to  stop  and  to  verify  the  nationality  of 
merchantmen  of  all  nations  which  are  suspect^  of 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.|  2nd  aer.       *  See  ihe  Submarine  Telegraph 
XL  p.  281.  Act,  1885  (48  A  49  Viot.  c.  49). 

z  2 
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having   infringed    the    r^ulstions    of  the   treaij 
(article  lo). 

(5)  All  stipulations  are  made  for  the  time  of  peace 
only  and  in  no  wise  restrict  the  action  of  belli- 
gerents during  time  of  war.^ 

^  See  below,  toL  IL  {  214. 


CHAPTER  m 

IKDIVIDnALS 
I 

Position  of  Individuals  in  International  Law 

Lswrenoe,  $  55— Taylor,  {  171-— HeffteryJ  5S— 8to«rk  In  Holtsendorfl^ 
n.  pp.  $85-592— ^«raiB,  $  53— LisBtiS  II — UUmaiiiiyS  96— BonfilB. 
Nos.  397-409— Deepagnet,  No.  328— Plradier-Fod^r^,  L  Nos.  43-49 
—Flora,  n.  Nos.  568-712— Marions,  L  {{  85-86-^ellinek, 
*'  System  dor  solijootiYen  dfEianlliohen  Beohto  "  (1892),  pp.  310-314 
— Heilbom,  System,  pp.  58-138— Kanfmann,  ''Die  Beohtskraft 
dos  Intomationalen  Beohtes  *'  (1899). 

§  288.  The  importance  of  individuals  to  the  Law  import- 
of  Nations  is  just  as  great  as  that  of  territory,  for  the  i^di-^' 
individuals  are  the  personal  basis  of  every  State.  ^^J^| 
Just  as  a  State  cannot  exist  without  a  territory,  so  it  NaUona. 
cannot  exist  without  a  multitude  of  individuals  who 
are  its  subjects  and  who,  as  a  body,  make  the  people 
or  the  nation.     The  individuals  belonging  to  a  State 
can  and  do  come  in  various  ways  in  contact  with 
foreign  States  in  time  of  peace  as  well  as  of  war. 
The  Law  of  Nations  is  therefore  obliged  to  provide 
certain  rules  regarding  the  individuals. 

§  289.  Now,  what  is  the  position  of  indviduals  in  indi- 
Intemational  Law  according  to  these  rules  ?    Since  neverSab- 
the  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law  between  States  only  and  gf*^**^ 
exclusively,  States  only  and  exclusively^  are  sub-  Nations, 
jects  of  the  Law  of  Nations.    How  is  it,  then,  that, 

*  See  aboTO,  ${  13  and  63. 
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although  individuals  are  not  subjects  of  the  Law  of 
Nations,  they  have  certain  rights  and  duties  in  con- 
formity wiUi  or  according   to   International  Law? 
Have  not    monarchs    and    other  heads  of  States, 
diplomatic  envoys,  and  even  simple  citizens  certain 
rights  according  to  the  Law  of  Nations  whilst  on 
foreign  territory  ?    If  we  look  more  closely  into  these 
rights,  it  becomes  quite  obvious  that  they  are  not 
given  to  the  fieivoured  individuals  by  the  Law  of 
Nations  directly.    For  how  could  International  Law, 
which    is    a    law    between    States,  give    rights  to 
individuals  concerning  their   relations  to  a  State? 
What   the  Law  of  Nations  really  does  concerning 
individuals,  is  that  it  imposes  the  duty  upon  all  the 
members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  to  grant  certain 
privileges  to  such  foreign  heads  of  States  and  diplo- 
matic   envoys  and  certain  rights  to  such  foreign 
citizens  as  are  on  their  territory.     And,  correspond- 
ing to  this  duty,  every  State  has  by  the  Law  of 
Nations  a  right  to  demand  that  its  head,  its  diplo- 
matic envoys,  and  its  simple  citizens    be  granted 
certain     rights    by  foreign    States  when  on  their 
territory.    Foreign  States  granting  these  rights  to 
foreign  individuals  do  this  by  their  Municipal  Laws, 
and    these  rights  are,  therefore,  not  international 
rights,  but  rights  derived  from   Municipal  Laws. 
International  Law  is  indeed  the  background  of  these 
rights  in  so  far  as  the  duty  to  grant  them  is  imposed 
upon  the  single  States  by  International  Law.    It  is 
therefore  quite  correct  to  say  that  the  individuals 
have  these  rights  in  conformity  with  or  according  to 
International  Law,  if  it  is  only  remembered  that 
these  rights  would  not  exist  had  the  single  States 
not  created  them  by  their  Municipal  Law. 

And  the  same  is  valid  as  regards  special  rights  of 
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individuals  in  foreign  countries  according  to  special 
international  treaties  between  two  or  more  Powers. 
Although  such  treaties  mostly  speak  of  rights  which 
individuals  shall  have  as  derived  from  the  treaties 
themselves,  this  is  nothing  more  than  an  inaccuracy 
of  language.  In  fact,  such  treaties  do  not  create 
these  rights,  but  they  impose  the  duty  upon  the 
contracting  States  to  call  these  rights  into  existence 
by  their  Municipal  Laws.^ 

Again,  in  those  rare  cases  in  which  States  stipulate 
by  international  treaties  certain  favours  for  in- 
dividuals other  than  their  own  subjects,  these 
individuals  do  not  acquire  any  international  rights 
out  of  these  treaties.  The  latter  impose  the  duty 
only  upon  the  State  whose  subjects  these  individuals 
are  to  call  those  favours  into  existence  by  its  Muni- 
cipal Law.  Thus,  for  example,  when  articles  5,  25, 
35,  and  44  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin,  1878,  made  it 
a  condition  of  the  recognition  of  Bulgaria,  Monte- 
negro, Servia,  and  Boumania,  that  these  States  should 
not  impose  any  religious  disability  upon  their  subjects, 
the  latter  did  not  thereby  acquire  any  international 
rights.  Another  instructive  example  ^  is  furnished  by 
article  5  of  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Prague,  1866, 
between  Prussia  and  Austria,  which  stipulated  that  the 
northern  district  of  Schleswig  should  be  ceded  by 
Prussia  to  Denmark  in  case  the  inhabitants  should  by 
a  plebiscite  vote  in  favour  of  such  cession.  Austria, 
no  doubt,  intended  to  secure  by  this  stipulation  for 
the  inhabitants  of  North  Schleswig  the  opportunity  of 
voting  in  favour  of  their  union  with  Deimiark.  But 
these  inhabitants  did  not  thereby  acquire  any  inter- 

'  The  whole  matier  is  treated  lichen  Beohte  (1S92),  pp.  310-314, 
with  great  looidity  by  Jellindi,  and  Heilbom,  System,  pp.  sS-i  38. 
System   der    snbjeetiven    dffont-        ^  See  Heilborn,  System,  p.  67. 
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national  right.  Austria  herself  acquired  only  a 
right  to  ilisist  upon  Prussia  granting  to  the  inhabi- 
tants the  opportunity  of  voting  for  the  union  with 
Denmark.  Prussia,  however,  intentionally  neglected 
her  duty,  Austria  did  not  insist  upon  her  right,  and 
finally  relinquished  it  by  the  Treaty  of  Vienna  of 
1878.1 
indi-  §  290.  But  what  is  the  real  position  of  individuals 

obj^of  ^  International  Law,  if  they  are  not  subjects  thereof? 
^^^  The  answer  can  only  be  that  they  are  objects  of  the 
Law  of  Nations.  They  appear  as  such  from  many 
different  points  of  view.  When,  for  instance,  the  Law 
of  Nations  recognises  personal  supremacy  of  every 
State  over  its  subjects  at  home  and  abroad,  these 
individuals  appear  just  as  much  objects  of  the  Law 
of  Nations  as  the  territory  of  the  States  does  in  con- 
sequence of  the  recognised  territorial  supremacy  of 
the  States.  When,  secondly,  the  recognised  terri- 
torial supremacy  of  every  State  comprises  certain 
powers  over  foreign  subjects  within  its  boundaries 
without  their  home  State's  having  a  right  to  inter- 
fere, these  individuals  appear  again  as  objects  of  the 
Law  of  Nations.  And,  thirdly,  when  according  to 
the  Law  of  Nations  any  State  may  seize  and  punish 
foreign  pirates  on  the  Open  Sea,  or  when  belligerents 
may  seize  and  punish  neutral  blockade-runners  and 
carriers  of  contraband  on  the  Open  Sea  without  their 
home  State's  having  a  right  to  interfere,  individuals 
appear  here  too  as  objects  of  the  Law  of  Nations.^ 

^  It  ought  to  be  mentioned  that  §§   1-4.     His    argnments   have, 

the  opinion  presented  in  the  text  however,  not  found  &vour  with 

oonoeming  the  impossibility  for  other  authors, 

individuals  to  be  subjeets  of  Inter-  '  Westlake,  Chapters,  p.  2,  and 

national  Law,  which  is  now  mostly  Lawrence  (§  55)  maintain  that  in 

upheld,  is  vigorously  opposed  by  these  cases  individuals  appear  as 

Kaufmann,  Sie   Bechtstobft  des  8ti2;;60^of  LitemationalLaw;  but 

intematioxialen    Beohtes    (1899),  I  cannot  understand  upon  what 
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§  291.  If ,  as  Stated,  individuals  are  never  subjects  Nation- 
but  always  objects  of  the  Law  of  Nations,  then  J^*^* 
nationality  is  the  link  between  this  law  and  in-  ^^®®^ 
dividuals.  It  is  through  the  medium  of  their  ▼iduaia 
nationality  only  that  individuals  can  enjoy  benefits  ^woi 
from  the  existence  of  the  Law  of  Nations.  This  is  a  n»**<'°»- 
fact  which  has  its  consequences  over  the  whole  area 
of  International  Law.^  Such  individuals  as  do  not 
possess  any  nationality  enjoy  no  protection  whatever, 
and  if  they  are  aggrieved  by  a  State  they  have  no 
way  of  r^ess,  there  being  no  State  which  would 
be  competent  to  take  their  case  in  hand.  As  far 
as  the  Law  of  Nations  is  concerned,  apart  from 
morality,  there  is  no  restriction  whatever  upon  a 
State  to  abstain  from  maltreating  to  any  extent  such 
stateless  individuals.^  On  the  other  hand,  if  in- 
dividuals who  possess  nationality  are  wronged  abroad, 
it  is  their  home  State  only  and  exclusively  which 
has  a  right  to  ask  for  redress,  and  these  individuals 
themselves  have  no  such  right.  It  is  for  this  reason 
that  the  question  of  nationality  is  a  very  important 
one  for  the  Law  of  Nations,  and  that  individuals  enjoy 
benefits  from  this  law  not  as  human  beings  but  as 
subjects  of  such  States  as  are  members  of  the  Family 
of  Nations.  And  so  distinct  is  the  position  of  sub- 
jects of  these  members  from  the  position  of  stateless 
individuals  and  from  subjects  of  States  outside  the 
Family  of  Nations,  that  it  has  been  correctly 
characterised  as  a  kind  of  international  '^  indigenous- 
ness,"  a  VoUcerrechta-Indigenat?  Just  as  municipal 
citizenship  procures  for  an  individual  the  enjoyment 
of  the  benefits  of  the  Municipal  Laws,  so  this  inter- 

argoment  this  assertion  is  based.  ^  See  below,  S  294. 

The  oorrect  standpoint  Ib  taken  '  See  below,  §  312. 

np  by  Lorimer,  II.  p.   131,  and  '  See  Stoerk   in  Holtcendorff, 

Hollflmd,  Jnrispradence,  p*  341.  IL  p.  588. 
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^^  indigenonsneny'*  which  is  a  necessary  infer- 
ence from  mnnidipal  ddzenahip,  procores  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  benefits  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 
TUUiw  §  292.  Several  writers^  maintain  that  the  Law  of 
^^T^  Nations  guarantees  to  every  individual  at  home  and 
Bifl^of  abroad  the  so-called  riirhts  of  mankind  without 
r^arding  whether  an  individual  be  stateless  or  not 
and  whether  he  be  a  subject  of  a  member-State  of 
the  Family  of  Nations  or  not.  Such  rights  are  said 
to  comprise  the  right  of  existence,  the  right  to  pro- 
tection of  honour,  life,  health,  liberty,  and  property,  the 
right  of  practising  any  religion  one  likes,  the  right  of 
emigration,  and  the  like.  But  such  rights  do  not  in 
fact  enjoy  any  guarantee  whatever  from  the  Law  of 
Nations,^  and  they  cannot  enjoy  such  guarantee,  since 
the  Law  of  Nations  is  a  law  between  States,  and 
since  individuaLs  cannot  be  subjects  of  this  law. 
But  there  are  certain  facts  which  cannot  be  denied 
at  the  background  of  this  eironeous  opmion.  The 
Law  of  Nations  is  a  product  of  Christian  civilisation 
and  represents  a  legal  order  which  binds  States, 
chiefly  Christian,  into  a  community.  It  is  there- 
fore no  wonder  that  ethical  ideas  which  are  some 
of  them  the  basis  of,  others  a  development  from. 
Christian  morals,  have  a  tendency  to  require  the 
help  of  Litemational  Law  for  their  realisation. 
When  the  Powers  stipulated  at  the  Berlin  Congress 
of  1 878  that  the  Balkan  States  should  be  recognised 
only  under  the  condition  that  they  did  not  impose 
any  religious  disabilities  on  their  subjects,  they  lent 
their  arm  to  the  realisation  of  such  an  idea.  Again, 
when  the  Powers  after  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth 

^  Bluntaohli,    $$  360-363   and  '  The  matter  is  treated  with 

370;  Martens,  I.  $$85  and  86;  great  Inoidxfy  by  Heilhom,  System, 

Fiore,  I.  Noa.  684-712;  Bonfils,  pp.  83-138. 
No.  397,  and  others. 
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century  agreed  to  several  international  arrangements 
in  the  interest  of  the  abolition  of  the  slave  trade,^ 
they  fostered  the  realisation  of  another  of  these  ideas. 
And  the  innumerable  treaties  between  the  different 
States  as  regards  extradition  of  criminals,  commerce, 
navigation,  copyright,  and  the  like,  are  inspired  by 
the  idea  of  affording  ample  protection  to  life,  health, 
and  property  of  individuals.  Lastly,  there  is  no 
doubt  that,  should  a  State  venture  to  treat  its  own 
subjects  or  a  part  thereof  with  such  cruelty  as  would 
stagger  humanity,  public  opinion  of  the  rest  of  the 
world  would  call  upon  the  Powers  to  exercise  inter- 
vention ^  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  such  State  to 
.  establish  a  legal  order  of  things  within  its  boundaries 
sufficient  to  guarantee  to  its  citizens  an  existence 
more  adequate  to  the  ideas  of  modem  civilisation. 
However,  a  guarantee  of  the  so-called  rights  of  man- 
kind cannot  be  found  in  all  these  and  other  facts. 
Nor  do  the  actual  conditions  of  life  to  which  certain 
classes  of  subjects  are  forcibly  submitted  within 
certain  States  show  that  the  Law  of  Nations  really 
comprises  such  guarantee.^ 

^  It   is   inoorreoi  to  maintam  Belgium,  the  Congo  Free  State, 

that   the   Law   of  Nations    has  Denmark,      France,      Germany, 

abolished  slavery,  but  there  is  no  Holland,      Italv,       Lnxemboig, 

donbt  that  the  conventional  Law  of  Persia,  Portugal,  Bussia,    Spain, 

Nations  has  tried  to  abolish  the  Sweden,    Norway,    the     United 

slave  trade.  Three  important  gene-  States,  Turkey,  and  Zanzibar. 

raJ  treaties  have  been  concluded  for  '  See  above,  §  137. 

that  purpose  during  the  nineteenth  '  The  reader  may  think  of  the 

century  since  the  Vienna  Congress  sad  position  of  the  Jews  within 

— namely,  (i)  the  Treaty  of  London,  the  Bussian  Empire.    The  treat- 

1841,    between     Oreat    Britain,  ment   of    the    native    Jews    in 

Austria,     France,    Prussia,    and  Boumania,  although  the  Powers 

Bussia;   (2)  the  General  Act  of  have,  according  to  the  spirit  of 

the  Congo  Conference  of  Berlin,  article  44  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin 

1885,  whose  article  9  deals  with  of  1878,  a  right  of  intervention, 

the  slave  trade ;  (3)  the  General  Act  shows  even  more  clearly  that  the 

of  the  anti-slavery  Conference  of  Law  of  Nations  does  not  guarantee 

Brussels,  1890,  which  is  signed  by  what  are  called  rights  of  mankind* 

Great  Britain,  Austria-Hungary,  (See  below,  p.  366,  note  2.) 
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n 

Nationality 

Yalielt  L  $$  220-226— Hall,  $$  66  and  87— Wwtlake,  L  pp.  213,  231- 
233— Halleek,  I.  p.  401— Taylor,  $$  172-178— Bhintachli,  $$  364- 
380 — Stoerk  in  Holtzendorff,  n.  pp.  630-650— (hffeifl,  $  54 — ^Luust, 
$  1 1 — UDmann,  $  97 — ^Bonfils,  Nob.  433-454— Despagnet,  Nos.  329- 
333— Fradier-Fod^^y  IIL  No.  1645— Bivier,  I*  P-  303— Galvo,  II. 
$S  539-540— Fioz6,  LNoB.644-658, 684-717— Martens,  I.  $$  85-87 
— HaU,  ^  Foreign  Powers  and  Jnrisdiotion  "  (i  894),  {  14— Gogordan, 
*' La  nationality  an  point  de  voe  des  rai^orls  faitemationanz " 
(2nd  ed.  1896). 

9<^>^P-  §  293*  Nationality  of  an  individual  is  his  quality 
Natton-  of  being  a  subject  of  a  certain  State  and  therefore 
•^*y-  its  citizen.  It  is  not  for  International  but  for 
Municipal  Law  to  determine  who  is  and  who  is  not 
to  be  considered  a  subject.  And  therefore  it  matters 
not,  as  far  as  the  Law  of  Nations  is  concerned,  that 
Municipal  Laws  may  distinguish  between  different 
kinds  of  subjects — for  instance,  those  who  enjoy  full 
political  rights  and  are  on  that  account  named 
citizens,  and  those  who  are  less  favoured  and  are  on 
that  account  not  named  citizens.  Nor  does  it  matter 
that  according  to  the  Municipal  Laws  a  person  may 
be  a  subject  of  a  part  of  a  State,  for  instance  of  a 
colony,  but  not  a  subject  of  the  mother  country, 
provided  only  such  person  appears  as  a  subject  of 
the  mother  country  as  far  as  the  latter's  international 
relations  are  concerned.  Thus,  a  person  naturalised 
in  a  British  Colony  is  for  all  international  purposes  a 
British  subject,  although  he  may  not  have  the  right 
of  a  British  subject  within  the  United  Kingdom 
itself.^    For  all  international  purposes,  all  distinctions 

^  See  below,  {  307,  and  Hall,  decision  of  the  French  Gonr  de 
Foreign  Powers  and  Jurisdiction,  Cassation  according  to  which 
§   20,    who   quotes,    however,   a    naturalisation  in  a  British  Colony 
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made  by  Municipal  Laws  between  subjects  and  citizens 
and  between  different  kinds  of  subjects  have  neither 
theoretical  nor  practical  value,  and  the  terms  "  subj  ect " 
and  "  citizen  "  are,  therefore,  synonymously  made  use 
of  in  the  theory  and  practice  of  International  Law. 

But  it  must  be  emphasised  that  nationality  as 
citizenship  of  a  certain  State  must  not  be  confounded 
with  nationality  as  membership  of  a  certain  nation  in 
the  sense  of  a  race.  Thus,  aU  Englishmen,  Scotch- 
men, and  Irishmen  are,  despite  thek  different  nation- 
ality as  regards  their  race,  of  British  nationality 
as  regards  their  citizenship.  Thus,  further,  although 
all  Polish  individuals  are  of  Polish  nationality  qua 
race,  they  have  been,  since  the  partition  of  Poland 
at  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  century  between  Bussia, 
Austria,  and  Prussia,  either  of  Bussian,  Austrian,  or 
German  nationality  gua  citizenship. 

§  294.  It  will  be  remembered  that  nationality  is  Fanotion 
the  link  between  the  individuals  and  the  benefits  of  2^^***^°' 
the  Law  of  Nations.^  This  function  of  nationality 
becomes  apparent  with  regard  to  individuals  abroad, 
or  property  abroad  of  individuals  who  themselves  are 
within  the  territory  of  their  home  State.  Through 
one  particular  right  and  one  particular  duty  of  every 
State  towards  all  other  States  this  function  of  nation- 
ality becomes  most  conspicuous.  The  right  is  that 
of  protection  over  its  citizens  abroad  which  every 
State  holds  and  occasionally  vigorously  exercises 
towards  other  States ;  it  will  be  discussed  in  detail 
below,  §  319.  The  duty,  on  the  other  hand,  is  that 
of  receiving  on  its  territory  such  citizens  as  are  not 
allowed  to  remain  ^  on  the  territory  of  other  States. 

does  not  oonstittite  a  real  naturali-  Nations.    See  also  Westlake,  I. 

sation.    But  this  decision  is  based  pp.  231-333. 

on  the  Code  GiyU  of  France  and        ^  See  above,  $  291. 

has  nothing  to  do  with  tiie'Law  of       '  See  below,  §  326. 


jeotB. 
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Since  no  State  is  obliged  by  the  Law  of  Nations  to 
aUow  foreigners  to  remain  within  its  boundaries,  it 
may,  for  many  reasons,  happen  that  certain  in- 
dividuals are  expelled  from  all  foreign  countries. 
The  home  State  of  those  expelled  cannot  refuse  to 
receive  them  on  the  home  territory,  the  expelling 
States  having  a  claim  on  the  home  State  that  the 
latter  do  receive  the  expelled  individuals.^ 
So^saUed  §^95-  Although  nationality  alone  is  the  regular 
f^^  means  through  which  individuals  can  derive  benefit 
facto  Sab.  from  the  Law  of  Nations,  there  are  two  exceptional 
cases  in  which  individuals  may  come  under  the 
international  protection  of  a  State  without  these 
individuals  being  really  its  subjects.  It  happens, 
first,  that  a  State  undertakes  by  an  international 
agreement  the  diplomatic  protection  of  another 
State's  citizens  abroad,  and  in  this  case  the  pro- 
tected foreign  subjects  are  named  ^^protSgSs"  of 
the  protecting  States.  Such  agreements  are  either 
concluded  for  a  permanency  in  case  of  a  small  State, 
as  Switzerland  for  instance,  having  no  diplomatic 
envoy  in  a  certain  foreign  country  where  many  of 
its  subjects  reside,  or  in  time  of  war  only,  a  bel- 
ligerent handing  over  the  protection  of  its  subjects 
in  the  enemy  State  to  a  neutral  State. 

It  happens,  secondly,  that  a  State  promises  diplo- 
matic protection  within  the  boimdaries  of  Turkey 

^  Beyond  the  right  of  protection  the  purpose  of  rendering  military 

and  the  dnty  to  receive  expelled  sendee,    can    punish    &em   for 

citizens  at  home,  the  powers   of  crimes   committed    abroad,   can 

a  State  over  its  citizens  abroad  categorically    request     them    to 

in  consequence   of    its   personal  come  home  for   good    (so-caUed 

supremacy  illustrate  the  function  ju9  a/ooamdi^*    And  no  State  has 

of  nationality.    (See  above,  §  124.)  a  right  forcibly  to  retain  foreign 

Thus,  the  home  State   can   tax  citizens  called  home  by  their  home 

citizens    living    abroad    in    the  State,  or  to  prevent  them  from 

interests    of   home   finance,  can  paying  taxes  to  their  home  State, 

request  them  to  come  home  for  and  the  like. 
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and  other  Oriental  countries  to  certain  natives  in  the 
service  of  its  embassy  or  consulate.  Such  protected 
natives  are  called  "  de  facto  subjects  "  of  the  pro- 
tecting State.  Their  case  is  quite  an  anomalous  one, 
based  on  custom  and  treaties,  and  no  special  rules  of 
the  Law  of  Nations  are  in  existence  concerning  such 
de  facto  subjects.  Every  State  which  takes  such  de 
facto  subjects  under  its  protection  can  act  according  to 
its  discretion,^  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  as  soon  as 
these  Oriental  States  have  reached  a  level  of  civilisation 
equal  to  that  of  the  Western  members  of  the  Family 
of  Nations,  the  whole  institution  of  the  de  facto  sub- 
jects will  disappear. 

§296.  As  emigration  comprises  the  voluntary  Nation, 
removal  of  an  individual  from  his  home  State  with  Eimgm. 
the  intention  of  residing  abroad,  but  not  necessarily  ^^°' 
with  the  intention  of  renouncing  his  nationality,  it 
is  obvious  that  emigrants  may  well  retain  their 
nationality.  Emigration  is  in  fact  entirely  a  matter 
of  internal  legislation  of  the  different  States.  Every 
State  can  fix  for  itself  the  conditions  under  which 
emigrants  lose  or  retain  their  nationality,  as  it  can 
also  prohibit  emigration  altogether,  or  can  at  any 
moment  request  those  who  have  emigrated  to  return 
to  their  former  home,  provided  the  emigrants  have 
retained  their  nationality  of  birth.  And  it  must  be 
specially  emphasised  that  the  Law  of  Nations  does 
not  and  cannot  grant  a  right  of  emigration  to  every 
individual,  although  it  is  frequently  maintained  that 
it  is  a  ^^  natural "  right  of  eveiy  individual  to  emigrate 
from  his  own  State. 

*  Oonoernisg  the   exeroiie  of  Qreat  Britafn,  Atutria-Hmiflwy, 

protection  in  Moroooo   a  treaty  BeMmn,  Franoe,  Germany,  Hoi- 

was     oondnded    in     1880    (lee  land,     ItaJy,     Fortngal,     Spain, 

Martens,  K.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  VI.  p.  Sweden-Norway,  and  the  United 

634),  which  is  signed  by  Morocco,  States. 
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Modes  of  Aoquibing  and  Losing  Nationality 

Vattel,  I.  $$  212-219— Hall,  {{  67-72— Westlake,  I.  pp.  213-220— 
Lawrenoe,  SS  ii4-ii5—Halleck,L pp.  402-41 8— Taylor,  §§  176-183 
—Walker,  §  19— Bluntschli,  $$  364-373— Hartmann,  S  81— HefEier, 
{  59 — Btoerk  in  HoltzendorfF,  11.  pp.  592-630— Gareis,  $  55— Liszt, 
$11 — Ullmaim,  {$  98  and  100— Bonfils,  Noa.  417-432— Despagnet, 
N08.  334-339 — ]^radier-Fod^r^,  IIL  Nos.  1646-1691 — ^Bivier,  L 
pp.  303-306— Oalvo,  n.  S§  541-654,  VI.  $§  92-117— Martens,  II. 
§§  44-48 — Foote,  *'  Private  International  Jnrispradence  '*  (3rd  ed. 
1904),  pp.  1-52 — Dicey,  ''Conflict  of  Laws**  (1896),  pp.  173-204 — 
Martitz,  "Das  Becht  der  Staatsangehorigkeit  im  intemationalen 
Verkehr  "  (1885)— Lapradelle,  *<  De  la  nationality  d'origine  '*  (1893) 
— ^Bemey,  *'  La  nationality  &  Plnstitat  de  Droit  International  *' 

(1897). 
In  1893  the  British  Government  addressed  a  cironlar  to  its  representa- 
tives abroad  requesting  them  to  send  in  a  report  concerning  the 
laws  relating  to  nationality  and  naturalisation  In  force  in  the 
respective  foreign  countries.  These  reports  have  been  collected  and 
presented  to  Parliament.  They  are  printed  in  Martens,  K.B.G. 
2nd  ser.  XIX.  pp.  515-760. 

§  297.  Although  it  is  for  Municipal  Law  to  deter- 
mine who  is  and  who  is  not  a  subject  of  a  State,  it  is 
nevertheless  of  interest  for  the  theory  of  the  Law  of 
Nations  to  ascertain  how  nationality  can  be  acquired 
according  to  the  Municipal  Law  of  the  different 
States.  The  reason  of  the  thing  presents  five  pos- 
sible modes  of  acquiring  nationality,  and,  although 
no  State  is  obliged  to  recognise  all  five,  all  States 
practically  nevertheless  do  recognise  them.  They 
are  birth,  naturalisation,  reintegration,  subjugation, 
and  cession. 

§  298.  The  first  and  chief  mode  of  acquiring 
nationality  is  by  birth,  for  the  acquisition  of  nation- 
ality by  another  mode  is  exceptional  only,  since  the 
vast  majority  of  mankind  acquires  nationality  by 
birth  and  does  not  change  it  afterwards.     But  no 
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uniform  rules  exist  according  to  the  Municipal  Law 
of  the  different  States  concerning  this  matter.  Some 
States,  as  Germany  and  Austria,  have  adopted  the 
rule  that  descent  alone  is  the  decisive  factor,^  so  that 
a  child  bom  of  their  subjects  becomes  ipso  facto  by 
birth  their  subject  likewise,  be  the  child  bom  at 
home  or  abroad.  According  to  this  rule,  illegitimate 
children  acquire  the  nationality  of  their  mother. 
Other  States,  such  as  Argentina,  have  adopted  the 
rule  that  the  territory  on  which  birth  occurs  is 
exclusively  the  decisive  factor.^  According  to  this 
rule  every  child  bom  on  the  territory  of  such  State, 
whether  the  parents  be  citizens  or  foreigners,  becomes 
a  subject  of  such  State,  whereas  a  child  bom  abroad 
is  foreign,  although  the  parents  may  be  subjects. 
Again,  other  States,  as  Great  Britain  ^  and  the  United 
States,  have  adopted  a  mixed  principle,  since,  accord- 
ing to  their  Municipal  Law,  not  only  children  of  their 
subjects  bom  at  home  or  abroad  become  their  subjects, 
but  also  such  children  of  foreign  parents  as  are  bom 
on  their  territory. 

§299.   The    most    important  mode  of  acquiring  Aoqnin. 
nationality    besides  birth  is  that  of  naturalisation  Nation^' 
in  the  wider  sense  of  the  term.     Through  naturali-  jjj^y 
sation  a  person  who  is  a  foreigner  by  birth  acquires  Natnnii- 
the  nationality  of  the  naturalising  State.     According  "*  ^^ 
to  the  Municipal  Law  of  the  different  States  naturaU- 
sation  may  take  place  through  six  different  acts — 
namely,  marriage,  legitimation,  option,    acquisition 
of  domicile,  appointment  as  Government  oflScial,  grant 
on  application.    Thus,  according  to  the  Municipal 
Law  of  most  States,  a  foreign  female  person  marrying 

^  Jus  Banguirm,  law  on  this  point  in  Hall,  Foreign 

'  Jus  soU,  Powers  and  Jurisdiction    (1894), 

'  See  detafls  oono«ming  British    $14* 
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a  subject  of  such  State  becomes  thereby  ipao  facta 
naturalised.  Thus,  further,  according  to  the  Muni- 
cipal Law  of  several  States,  an  ill^timate  child  bom 
of  a  foreign  mother,  and  therefore  a  foreigner  itself, 
becomes  ipao facto  naturalised  through  the  father  mar- 
rying the  mother  and  thereby  legitimating  the  child.^ 
Thus,  thirdly,  according  to  the  Municipal  Law  of 
some  States,  which  declare  children  of  foreign  parents 
bom  on  their  territory  to  be  foreigners,  such  children, 
if  they  make,  after  having  come  of  age,  a  declaration 
that  they  intend  to  be  subjects  of  the  country  of  their 
birth,  become  ipso  facto  by  such  option  naturalised. 
Again,  fourthly,  some  States,  such  as  Venezuela,  let 
a  foreigner  become  naturalised  ipso  facto  by  his 
taking  his  domicile  ^  on  their  territory.  Some  States, 
fifthly,  let  a  foreigner  become  naturalised  ipso  facto 
on  appointment  as  a  Government  official.  And, 
lastly,  in  all  States  naturalisation  may  be  procured 
through  a  direct  act  on  the  part  of  the  State  granting 
nationality  to  a  foreigner  who  has  applied  for  it. 
This  last  kind  of  naturalisation  is  naturalisation  in 
the  narrower  sense  of  the  term ;  it  is  the  most  impor- 
tant for  the  Law  of  Nations,  and,  whenever  one  speaks 
of  naturalisation  pure  and  simple,  such  naturalisa- 
tion through  direct  grant  on  application  is  meant ; 
it  will  be  discussed  in  detail  below,  §§  303-307. 
Aoqoiai.  §  3^0-  ^^^  third  mode  of  acquiring  nationality  is 
tion  of  ^}^^i  \yj  so-called  redintegration  or  resumption.  Such 
auty  individuals  as  have  been  natural-bom  subjects  of  a 
Bedi^.     State,  but  have  lost  their  original  nationality  through 


gration. 


^  British  law  has  not  adopted  $   125,  where  the  rule  has  been 

this  rule*  stated  that  in  consideration  of  the 

'  It  is  doubtful  (see  Hall,  {  64)  personal  supemaoy  of  the  home 

whether  the  home  State  of  snoh  State  over  its  citizens  abroad  no 

individuals    naturalised    against  State  can   naturalise    foreigners 

their  will  must  submit.to  this  ipio  against  their  will. 
faoto  natunJlBation.    See  above, 
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naturalisation  abroad  or  for  some  other  cause,  may 
recover  their  original  nationality  on  their  return 
home.  One  speaks  in  this  case  of  redintegration  or 
resumption  in  contradistinction  to  naturalisation,  the 
favoured  person  being  redintegrated  and  resumed  into 
his  original  nationality.  Thus,  according  to  Section  10 
of  the  Naturalisation  Act,^  1870,  a  widow  being  a 
natural-bom  British  subject,  who  has  lost  her  British 
nationality  through  marriage  with  a  foreigner,  may 
at  any  time  during  her  widowhood  obtain  a  certi- 
ficate of  readmission  to  British  nationality.  And 
according  to  Section  8  of  the  same  Act,  a  British* 
bom  individual  who  has  lost  his  British  nationality 
through  being  naturalised  abroad,  may,  if  he  returns 
home,  obtain  a  certificate  of  readmission  to  British 
nationality. 

§  301.  The  fourth  and  fifth  modes  of  acquiring  Aoqnid- 
nationality  are  by  subjugation  after  conquest  and  by  Nation- 
cession  of  territory,  the  inhabitants  of  the  subjugated  ^^  ^ 
as  well  as  of  the  ceded  territory  acquiring  ipso  facto  Sabjoga- 
by  the  subjugation  or  cession  the  nationality  of  the  0^100. 
State  which  acquires  the  territory.     These  modes  of 
acquisition  of  nationality  are  modes  settled  by  the 
customary  Law  of  Nations ;  it  will  be  remembered 
that  details  concerning  this  matter  have  been  given 
above,  §§219  and  240. 

§  302.  Although  it  is  left  in  the  discretion  of  the  Seyen 
difierent  States  to  determine  the  grounds  on  which  bdn^  ^ 
individuals  lose  their  nationality,  it  is  nevertheless  2J^^' 
of  interest  for  the  theory  of  the  Law  of  Nations  to 
take  notice  of  these  grounds.    Seven  modes  of  losing 
nationality  must  be  stated  to  exist  according  to  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  although  all  seven  are  by  no 
means  recognised  by  all  the  States.    These  modes 

'  33  Vict.  0.  14. 

▲  1  2 
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are  : — ^Belease,  deprivation,  long-continued  emigra- 
tion, option,  naturalisation  abroad,  subjugation,  and 
cession. 

(i)  Belease.  Some  States,  as  Germany,  give  their 
citizens  the  right  to  ask  to  be  released  from  their 
nationality.  Such  release,  if  granted,  denationalises 
the  released  individual. 

(2)  Deprivation.  According  to  the  Municipal  Law 
of  some  States  a  citizen  may  lose  his  nationality 
through  deprivation  as  a  punishment.  Thus,  a 
Bussian  loses  his  nationality  as  a  punishment  on 
entry  into  foreign  military  service  or  on  emigration 
without  permission  of  the  Government. 

(3)  Long-continued  emigration.  Some  States  have 
legislated  that  such  citizens  as  have  emigrated  and 
stayed  abroad  for  some  length  of  time  lose  their 
nationality.  Thus,  a  German  ceases  to  be  a  German 
subject  through  the  mere  fact  that  he  has  emigrated 
and  stayed  abroad  for  ten  years  without  having 
undertaken  the  necessary  step  for  the  purpose  of 
retaining  his  nationality. 

(4)  Option.  Some  States,  as  Gh*eat  Britain,  which 
declare  a  child  bom  of  foreign  parents  on  their  terri- 
tory to  be  their  natural-bom  subject,  although  it  be- 
comes at  the  same  time  according  to  the  Municipal 
Law  of  the  home  State  of  the  parents  a  subject  of 
such  State,  give  the  right  to  such  child  to  make,  after 
coming  of  age,  a  declaration  that  it  desires  to 
cease  to  be  a  citizen.  Such  declaration  of  alienage 
creates  ipso  facto  the  loss  of  nationality. 

(5)  Naturalisation  abroad.  Many  States,  such  as 
Great  Britain  in  contradistinction  to  Germany,  let 
the  nationality  of  their  subjects  extinguish  ipso  facto 
by  their  naturalisation  abroad,  be  it  through  mar- 
riage, grant  on  application,   or  otherwise.      States 
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which  act  otherwise  do  not  object  to  their  citizens 
acquiring  another  nationality  besides  that  which  they 
ahready  possess. 

(6)  Subjugation  and  cession.  It  is  a  universally 
recognised  customary  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  that 
the  inhabitants  of  subjugated  as  well  as  ceded 
territory  lose  their  nationality  and  acquire  that  of 
the  State  which  annexes  the  territory.^ 


IV 
Naturalisation  in  Esfecul 

Yattel,  I.  $  214— HaU,  §$  71-71*— Weetiake^S  L  pp.  225-230— Lawrenoe, 
§{  115-116— Phillhnore,  I.  ${  325-332— Halleok,  I.  pp.  403-410^ 
Taylor,  $$  1 81-182 —Walker,  $  19— Wharton,  II.  $§  173-183— 
Wheaton,  $  85— Blmitsohli,  $$  371-372— UUmann,  $$  98-99— 
Pradier-Fod^rd,  III.  Nos.  1656-1659— Calvo,  n.  §$  581-646— 
Martens,  n.  §§  47-48— Stoioeeoo,  "  £tade  rar  la  naturalisation  '* 
(1875)— FoUeyille, "  '^^nii6  de  la  naturalisation  "  (1880)— Del^oaille, 
**  De  la  naturalisation  "  (1893)— Hart,  ui  the  "  Journal  of  the  Society 
of  GompttratiTe  Legislation,"  new  series,  yd.  11.  (1900),  pp.  1 1-26. 

§  303.  Naturalisation  in  the  narrower  sense  of  the  Conoep- 
term — ^in  contradistinction  to  naturalisation  ipso  facto  imports 
through  marriage,  legitimation,  option,  domicile,  and  ^tnnJi- 
Government  office  (see  above,  §  399) — ^must  be  de-  »*«>n- 
fined  as  reception  of  a  foreigner  into  the  citizenship 
of  a  State  through  a  formal  act  on  application  of  the 
favoured  individual.     International  Law  does  not 
provide  any  such  rules  for  such  reception,  but  it 
recognises  the  natural  competence  of  every  State  as  a 
Sovereign  to  increase  its  population  through  naturali- 

'  See  aboye,  $  301,  oonoeming    retain  their  former  nationality; 
the   option   sometimes  giyen  to    see  aboye,  $  219. 
inhabitants  of  ceded  territory  to 
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sation,  although  a  State  might  by  its  Municipal  Law 
be  prevented  from  making  use  of  this  natural  compe- 
tence.^   In  spite,  however,  of  the  fact  that  naturalisa- 
tion is  a  domestic  affair  of  the  different  States,  it  is 
nevertheless  of  special  importance  to  the  theory  and 
practice  of  the  Law  of  Nations.     This  is  the  case 
because  naturalisation  is  effected  through  a  special 
grant  of  the  naturalising  State,  and  regularly  involves 
either  a  change  or  a  multiplication  of  nationality, 
facts  which  can  be  and  have  been  the  source  of  grave 
international  conflicts.     In  the  face  of  the  fact  that 
millions  of  citizens  emigrate  every  year  from  their 
home  countries  for  good  with  the  intention  of  settling 
in  foreign  countries,  where  the  majority  of  them  be- 
comes sooner  or  later  naturalised,  the  international 
importance  of  naturalisation  cannot  be  denied. 
Naimlu-        §  304-  The  object  of  naturalisation  is  always  a 
Mtion.       foreigner.    Some  States  will  naturalise  such  foreigners 
only  as  are  stateless  because  they  never  have  been 
citizens  of  another  State  or  because  they  have  re- 
nounced or  have  been  released  from  or  deprived  of  the 
citizenship  of  their  home  State.     But  other  States,  as 
Gtreat  Britain,  naturalise  also  such  foreigners  as  are 
and  remain  subjects  of  their  home  State.    Most  States 
naturalise  such  person  only  as  has  taken  his  domicile 
in  their  country,  has  been  residing  there  for  some 
length  of  time,  and  intends  to  remain  in  their  country 
for  good.     And,  according  to  the  Municipal  Law  of 
many  States,  naturalisation  of  a  married  individual 
includes  that  of  his  wife  and  children  under  age. 
But,  although  every  foreigner  may  be  naturalised, 
no  foreigner  has,  according  to  the  Municipal  Law  of 
most  States,  a  claim  to  become  naturalised,  naturalisa- 

^  But  there  is,  as  far  as  I  know,    which  abstains   altogether   from 
no   civilised    State   in  existence    naturalising  foreigners. 
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tion  being  a  matter  of  discretion  of  the  Govemment, 
which  can  refuse  it  without  giving  any  reasons. 

§  305.  If  granted,  naturalisation  makes  a  foreigner  Oondi- 
a  citizen.  But  it  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  NatnnOi- 
naturalising  State  to  grant  naturalisation  imder  any  "^^^°' 
conditions  it  likes.  Thus,  for  example.  Great  Britain 
grants  naturalisation  on  the  sole  condition  that  the 
naturalised  foreigner  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  a 
British  subject  when  within  the  limits  of  the  foreign 
State  of  which  he  has  been  a  subject  previously  to 
his  naturalisation,  unless  at  the  time  of  naturalisation 
he  has  ceased  to  be  a  subject  of  that  State.  And 
it  must  be  specially  mentioned  that  naturalisation 
need  not  give  a  foreigner  absolutely  the  same  rights 
as  are  possessed  by  natural-bom  citizens.  Thus 
it  is  well  known  that  a  naturalised  subject  of  the 
United  States  of  America  can  never  be  elected 
President.^ 

§  306.  Since  the  Law  of  Nations  does  not  comprise  Effect  of 
any  rules  concerning  naturalisation,  the  effect  of  S^^" 
naturalisation  upon  previous  citizenship  is  exclusively  "p®° 
a  matter  of  the  Municipal  Law  of  the  States  con-  cituen- 
cemed.     Some  States,  as  Great  Britain,^  have  legis-      ^' 
lated  that  one  of  their  subjects  becoming  naturalised 
abroad  loses  thereby  his  previous  nationality ;  but 
other    States,  as    Germany,  have    not    done    this. 
Further,  some  States,  as  Great  Britain  again,  deny 
every  effect  to  the  naturalisation  granted  by  them  to 
a  foreigner  whilst  he  is  staying  on  the  territory  of 
the  State  whose  subject  he  was  previously  to  his 

^  A    fore^ner    naturalised   in  (1894)  {  23. 

Great    Britain     by    Letters    of  '  Formerly  Great  Britain  upheld 

Denization  does  not  acquire  the  the    rule    nemo   pote$t     esouere 

same   rights   as   a   natural-bom  paMam^  but    Section  6  of   the 

British     subject.        See      Hall,  Naturalisation    Act,    1870,    does 

Foreign  Powers  and  Jurisdiction,  away  with  that  rule. 
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natnraligation,  nnlegs  at  the  time  of  naturalisation  he 
was  no  longer  a  subject  of  sach  State.  But  other 
States  do  not  make  this  provision.  Be  that  as  it 
may,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  person  who  is 
naturalised  abroad  and  returns  fen*  a  time  or  for  good 
into  the  country  of  his  origin,  can  be  held  re- 
sponsible ^  for  all  acts  done  there  at  the  time  before 
his  naturalisation  abroad. 

MtSivin  §  ^^7'  ^^  present  law  of  Great  Britain  con- 
Oratt  ceming  Naturalisation  is  mainly  contained  in  the 
NaturaUsation  Acts  of  1870,  1874,  and  1895.^ 
Foreigners  may  on  their  application  become  natural- 
ised by  a  certificate  of  naturaUsation  in  case  they 
have  resided  in  the  United  Kingdom  or  have  been 
in  the  service  of  the  British  Crown  for  a  term  of  not 
less  than  five  years,  and  in  case  they  have  the  inten- 
tion to  go  on  residing  within  the  United  Ejngdom  or 
serving  under  the  Crown.  But  naturalisation  may  be 
refused  without  giving  a  reason  therefor  (section  7). 
British  possessions  may  legislate  on  their  own  ac- 
count concerning  naturalisation  (section  16),  and 
persons  so  naturalised  are  for  aU  international 
purposes  ^  British  subjects.  Where  the  Crown  enters 
into  a  convention  with  a  foreign  State  to  the  effect 
that  the  subjects  of  such  State  who  have  been 
naturalised  in  Great  Britain  may  divest  themselves  of 
their  status  as  British  subjects,  such  naturalised 
British  subjects  can  through  a  declaration  of  alienage 
shake  off  the  acquired  British  nationality  (section  3). 
Naturalisation  of  the  husband  includes  that  of  his 

*  Many  instructive  oases  con-  ^  33  Vict.  0.    14;  35    and  36 

ceming  this  matter  are  reported  Vict.  c.  39 ;  58  ft  59  Vict.  0.  43. 

by  Wharton,  II.  §§  i8o  and  i8i.  '  See  Hall,  Foreign  Powers  and 

See  also  Hall,  §  71,  where  details  Jurisdiction,     §{     20     and     21, 

concerning  the  practice  of  many  especially  concerning  naturalisa- 

States  are  given  with  regard  to  tion  in  India, 
their  subjects  naturalised  abroad. 
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wife,  and  naturaUsation  of  the  father,  or  mother  in 
case  she  is  a  widow,  includes  naturalisation  of  such 
children  as  have  during  iofancy  become  resident  in 
the  United  Kingdom  at  the  tune  of  their  father's  or 
mother's  naturalisation  (section  10).  Neither  the 
case  of  children  who  are  not  resident  within  the 
United  Eongdom  or  not  resident  with  their  father  in 
the  service  of  the  Crown  abroad  at  the  time  of  the 
naturalisation  of  their  father  or  widowed  mother,  nor 
the  case  of  children  bom  abroad  after  the  naturalisa- 
tion of  the  father  is  mentioned  in  the  Naturalisation 
Act.  It  is,  therefore,  to  be  taken  for  granted  that 
such  children  are  not^  British  subjects,  except 
children  bom  of  a  naturalised  father  abroad  in  the 
service  of  the  Crown.^ 

Not  to  be  confounded  with  naturalisation  proper  is 
naturalisation  through  denization  by  means  of  Letters 
Patent  under  the  Great  Seal.  This  way  of  making  a 
foreigner  a  British  subject  is  based  on  a  very  ancient 
practice  ^  which  has  not  yet  become  obsolete.  Such 
denization  requires  no  previous  residence  within  the 
United  Kingdom.  "A  person  may  be  made  a 
denizen  without  ever  having  set  foot  upon  British 
soil.  There  have  been,  and  from  time  to  time  there 
no  doubt  will  be,  persons  of  foreign  nationality  to 
whom  it  is  wished  to  entrust  functions  which  can 
only  be  legally  exercised  by  British  subjects.  In 
such  instances,  the  condition  of  five  years'  residence 
in  the  United  Kingdom  would  generally  be  pro- 
hibitory. The  diflSculty  can  be  avoided  by  the  issue  of 
Letters  of  Denization ;  and  it  is  believed  that  on  one  or 
two  occasions  letters  have  in  fact  been  issued  with 


^  See  Hall,  Foreign  Powers  and    (58  ft  59  Vict.  0.  43). 
Jurisdiction,  §  19.  '  See  Hall,  Foreign  Powers  and 

'  See  Naturalisation  Act,  1895    Jurisdiction,  §  22. 
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the  view  of  enabling  persons  of  foreign  nationality  to 
exercise  British  consular  jurisdiction  in  the  East." 
(HaU.) 


V 

DOUBLB  AND  ABSENT  NATIONALITY 

Halli  $  71 — ^Wesilake,  I.  pp.  221-225— Lawrence,  S  116— Halleek,  I. 
pp.  410-413— Taylor,  J  183— Wheaton,  J  85  (Dana's  note) — 
Blnntsehli,  §§  373-374— Hartmann,  $  82 — Heffter,  {  59— Stoerk  in 
Holtzendorff,  11.  pp.  65o-<655— UUmann,  {  98— Bonfib,  No.  422 — 
Fradier-Fod^r^i  III.  NO0.  1660-1665— Bivier,  I.  pp.  304-306— 
Calvo,  II.  $$  647-654— Martens,  II.  $  46. 

Poisibiuty      §  308.   The  Law  of  Nations  having  no  rule  con- 

of  Double  •  •  •.•  -It  n         .•        i«x       i«  J 

and  cenung  acquisition  and  loss  of  nationality  beyond 

NatiTn.  ^^"^  ^^^^  nationaUty  is  lost  and  acquired  through  sub- 
aiity.  jugation  and  cession,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Municipal  Laws  of  the  different  States  differing  in 
many  points  concerning  this  matter,  the  necessary 
consequence  is  that  an  individual  may  own  two 
different  nationalities  as  easily  as  none  at  all.  The 
points  to  be  discussed  here  are  therefore :  how 
double  nationality  occurs,  the  position  of  indivi- 
duals with  double  nationality,  how  absent  nationality 
occurs,  the  position  of  individuals  destitute  of  nation- 
ality, and,  lastly,  means  of  redress  against  ditiiculties 
arising  from  double  and  absent  nationality. 

It  must,  however,  be  specially  mentioned  that  the 
Law  of  Nations  is  concerned  with  such  cases  only  of 
double  and  absent  nationality  as  are  the  consequences 
of  conflicting  Municipal  Laws  of  several  absolutely 
different  States.  Such  cases  as  are  the  consequence 
of,  the  Municipal  Laws  of  a  Federal  State  or  of  a 
State  which,  as  Great  Britain,  is  an  Incorporate 
Union,  fall  outside  the  scope  of  the  Law  of  Nations. 


OOOUTB. 
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Thus  the  fact  that,  according  to  the  law  of  Germany, 
a  German  can  be  at  the  same  time  a  subject  of 
several  member-States  of  the  German  Empire,  or  can 
be  a  subject  of  this  Empire  without  being  a  subject 
of  one  of  its  member-States,  does  as  little  concern  the 
Law  of  Nations  as  the  fact  that  an  individual  can  be 
a  subject  of  a  British  Colonial  State  without  at  the 
same  time  bemg  a  subject  of  the  United  Kingdom. 
For  internationally  such  individuals  appear  as 
subjects  of  such  Federal  State  or  Incorporate  Union, 
whatever  their  position  may  be  inside  these  Unions  of 
States. 

§  309.  An  individual  may  own  double  nationality  How 
knowingly  or  unknowingly,  and  with  or  without  NaSon- 
intention.  And  double  nationality  may  be  produced  ^^ 
by  every  mode  of  acquiring  nationality.  Even  birth 
can  vest  a  child  with  double  nationality.  Thus,  every 
child  bom  in  Great  Britain  of  Grerman  parents 
acquires  at  the  same  time  British  and  German 
nationality,  for  such  child  is  British  according  to 
British,  and  German  according  to  German  Municipal 
Law.  Double  nationality  can  likewise  be  the  result 
of  marriage.  Thus,  a  Venezuelan  woman  marrying 
an  Englishman  acquires  according  to  British  law 
British  nationality,  but  according  to  Venezuelan  law 
she  does  not  lose  her  Venezuelan  nationality.  Legiti- 
mation of  illegitimate  children  can  produce  the  same 
eflTect.  Thus,  an  iUegitimate  child  of  a  German  bom 
in  England  of  an  English  mother  is  a  British  subject 
according  to  British  and  German  law,  but  if  after 
the  birth  of  the  child  the  father  marries  the  mother 
and  remains  a  resident  in  England,  he  thereby 
legitimates  the  child  according  to  German  law,  and 
such  child  acquires  thereby  German  nationality  with- 
out losing  its  British  nationality,  although  the  mother 
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does  lose  her  British  nationality.^  Again,  double 
nationality  may  be  the  result  of  option.  Thus,  a  child 
bom  in  France  of  Gbrman  parents  acquires  German 
nationality,  but  if,  after  having  come  of  age,  it 
acquires  French  nationality  by  option  through  mak- 
ing the  declaration  necessary  according  to  French 
Municipal  Law,  it  does  not  thereby,  according  to 
German  Municipal  Law,  lose  its  German  nationality. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  give  examples  of  double 
nationality  caused  by  taking  domicile  abroad,  accept- 
ing foreign  Government  office,  and  redintegration, 
and  it  suffices  merely  to  draw  attention  to  the  fact 
that  naturalisation  in  the  narrower  sense  of  the  term 
is  frequently  a  cause  of  double  nationality,  since 
individuals  may  apply  for  and  receive  naturalisation 
in  a  State  without  thereby  losing  the  nationality  of 
their  home  State. 
PoBition  §  310.  Lidividuals  owning  double  nationality  bear 
Tidoais  in  the  language  of  diplomatists  the  name  sujets  mixtes. 
J^y^  The  position  of  such  "  mixed  subjects  "  is  awkward 
Nation-  on  account  of  the  fact  that  two  different  States  claim 
them  as  subjects,  and  therefore  their  allegiance.  In 
case  a  serious  dispute  arises  between  these  two 
States  which  leads  to  war,  an  irreconcilable  conflict 
of  duties  is  created  for  these  unfortunate  individuals. 
It  is  all  very  well  to  say  that  such  conflict  is  a  per- 
sonal matter  which  concerns  neither  the  Law  of 
Nations  nor  the  two  States  in  dispute.  As  far  as 
an  individual  has,  through  naturalisation,  option,  and 
the  like,  acquired  his  double  nationality,  one  may 
say  that  he  has  placed  himself  in  that  awkward 
position  by  intentionally  and  knowingly  acquiring  a 
second    without    being    released  from  his  original 

*  This  is  the   consequence   of  Section  10,  Nos.  i   and  3,  of   the 
Naturalisation  Act,  1870. 
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nationality.  But  those  who  are  natural-bom  sujets 
miastes  in  most  cases  do  not  know  thereof  before  they 
have  to  face  the  conflict,  and  their  difficult  position 
is  not  their  own  fault. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  there  is  no  doubt  that  each  of 
the  States  which  claim  such  an  individual  as  subject 
is  internationally  competent  to  do  this,  although  diey 
caimot  claim  him  against  one  another,  since  each  of 
them  correctly  maintains  that  he  is  its  subject.^  But 
against  third  States  each  of  them  appears  as  his 
Sovereign,  and  it  is  therefore  possible  that  each  of 
them  can  exercise  its  right  of  protection  over  him 
within  third  States. 

§311.   An     individual  '  may     be     destitute    of  How 
nationality  knowingly  or  unknowingly,  intentionally  NatiOTi- 
or  through  no  fault  of  his  own.     Even  by  birth  a  ^*J„. 
person  may  be  stateless.    Thus,  an  illegitimate  child 
bom  in  Germany  of  an  English  mother  is  actually 
destitute  of  nationality  because  according  to  German 
law  it  does  not  acquire  German,  and  according  to 
British  law  it  does  not  acquire  British  nationality. 
Thus,   further,   all    children    born   in  Germany  of 
parents   who  are  destitute  of  nationality  are  them- 

^  I  cannot  agree  with  the  Gonrts.  The  correct  solution  seems 
statement  in  its  generality  made  to  me  to  be  that  sach  marriage  is 
by  Westlalse,  I.  p.  221 : — "If,  for  legal  in  Germany,  but  not  le^^  in 
instance,  a  man  claimed  as  a  Englandi  because  British  law  does 
national  both  by  the  United  not  admit  the  marriage  between 
Kingdom  and  by  another  country  uncle  and  niece.  The  case  is 
should  contract  in  the  latter  a  different  when  a  German  who 
marriage  permitted  by  its  laws  to  married  his  niece  in  Germany 
its  sumects,  an  English  Court  becomes  afterwards  naturiJised  in 
would  have  to  accept  him  as  a  England;  in  this  case  English 
married  man."  If  this  were  Courts  would  have  to  recognise  the 
correct,  the  marriage  of  a  German  marriage  as  lesal  because  German 
who,  without  having  given  up  his  law  does  not  object  to  a  marriage 
German  citizenship,  has  become  between  uncle  and  niece,  and 
naturalised  in  Ghreat  Britain  and  because  the  marriage  was  con- 
has  afterwards  married  his  niece  duded  before  the  man  becamt  a 
in  Germany,  would  have  to  be  British  subject, 
recognised  as  leg»l  by  the  English 
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selves,  according  to  German  law,  stateless.  But  state- 
lessness may  take  place  after  birth.  All  individuals 
who  have  lost  their  original  nationality  without  having 
acquired  another  are  in  fact  destitute  of  nationality. 

§  312.  That  stateless  individuals  are  in  so  far 
objects  of  the  Law  of  Nations  as  they  fall  under  the 
territorial  supremacy  of  the  State  on  whose  territory 
they  live  there  is  no  doubt  whatever.  But  since  they 
do  not  own  a  nationality,  the  link  ^  by  which  they 
could  derive  benefits  from  International  Law  is  miss- 
ing, and  thus  they  lack  any  protection  whatever 
as  far  as  this  law  is  concerned.  The  position  of  such 
individuals  destitute  of  nationality  may  be  compared 
to  vessels  on  the  Open  Sea  not  sailing  under  the  flag 
of  a  State,  which  likewise  do  not  enjoy  any  protection 
whatever.  Li  practice,  stateless  individuals  are  in 
most  States  treated  more  or  less  as  though  they  were 
subjects  of  foreign  States,  but  as  a  point  of  inter- 
national legality  there  is  no  restriction  whatever  upon 
a  State's  maltreating  them  to  any  extent.^ 

§  313.  Double  as  well  as  absent  nationality  of 
individuals  has  from  time  to  time  created  many 
difficulties  for  the  States  concerned.  As  regards  the 
remedy  for  such  difficulties,  it  is  comparatively  easy 
to  meet  those  created  by  absent  nationality.  K  the 
number  of  stateless  individuals  increases  much 
within  a  certain  State,  the  latter  can  require  them  to 


^  See  above,  §  291. 

*  The  position  of  the  Jews  in 
Bonmania  famishes  a  sad  example. 
According  to  Municipal  Law  the^ 
are,  with  a  few  exceptions,  consi- 
dered as  foreigners  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  consequences  of 
article  44  of  tibe  Treaty  of  Berlin, 
1878,  according  to  wmch  no  reli- 

fious  disabilities  mav  be  im]^8ed 
y  Boumania  upon  her  subjects. 


But  as  these  Jews  are  not  subjects 
of  any  other  State,  Bounoania 
compels  them  to  render  military 
service,  and  actually  treats  them  in 
every  way  according  to  discretion 
without  any  foreign  State  being  able 
to  exercise  a  right  of  protection 
over  them.  See  Bey  in  B.O.,  X. 
(i903)>  pp.  460-526,  and  above,  p. 
347.  note  3. 
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apply  for  naturalisation  or  to  leave  the  country ;  it 
can  even  naturalise  them  by  Municipal  Law  against 
their  will,  as  no  other  State  will  and  has  a  right  to 
interfere,  and  as,  further,  the  very  fact  of  the 
existence  of  individuals  destitute  of  nationality  is  a 
blemish  in  Municipal  as  well  as  in  International  Law. 
Much  more  difficult  is  it,  however,  to  find,  within 
the  limits  of  the  present  rules  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 
means  of  redress  against  conflicts  arising  from  double 
nationality.  Very  grave  disputes  indeed  have  occa- 
sionally occurred  between  States  on  account  of 
individuals  who  were  claimed  as  subjects  by  both 
sides.  Thus,  in  181 2,  a  time  when  England  still  kept 
to  her  old  rule  that  no  natural-bom  English  subject 
could  lose  his  nationality,  the  United  States  went  to 
war  with  England '  because  the  latter  impressed 
Englishmen  naturalised  in  America  from  on  board 
American  merchantmen,  clahning  the  right  to  do  so, 
as  according  to  her  law  these  men  were  still  English 
citizens.  Thus,  further,  Prussia  frequently  had  dur- 
ing the  sixties  of  the  last  century  disputes  with  the 
United  States  on  account  of  Prussian  individuals  who, 
without  having  rendered  military  service  at  home, 
had  emigrated  to  America  to  become  there  naturalised 
and  had  afterwards  returned  to  Prussia.^    Again, 

^  The  case  of  Martin  Koszta  of -war  with  the  intention  to  bring 

ooffht  here  to  be  mentioned,  de-  him    to    Axutria,    to    be    there 

tails  of  which  are  reported   by  puniflhed   for   his    part    in    the 

Wharton,  IL  {  17S»  and  EDUl,  {  72.  revolution  of  1848.    The  American 

EosBta  was  a  Hungarian  subject  Consul  demanded  his  release,  but 

who  took  part  in  the  revolutionary  Austria  maintained  that  she  had  a 

movement  of  1848,  escaped  to  the  right  to  arrest  Koszta  according 

United  States,  and  intended  to  to  treaties  between  her  and  Tur- 

become  naturalised  there.    After  key.      Thereupon  the  American 

remaining  nearly  two  years  in  the  man-of-war  **  Saint  Louis  **  threat- 

United  States,  but  before  he  was  ened    to    attack    the    Austrian 

really  naturalised,  he  visited  Tur-  man-of-war   in   case   she  would 

key,  and  while  at  Smyrna  he  was  not  give  up  her  prisoner,  and  an 

seised  by  Austrian  officials  and  arrangement     was     made     that 

taken  on  board  an  Austrian  man-  Koszta  should  be  delivered  into 
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during  the  time  of  the  revolutionary  movements  in 
Ireland  in  the  last  century  before  the  Naturalisation 
Act  of  1870  was  passed,  disputes  arose  between 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  on  account  of 
such  Irishmen  as  took  part  in  these  revolutionary 
movements  after  having  become  naturalised  in  the 
United  States.^  It  would  seem  that  the  only  way  in 
which  all  the  difficulties  arising  from  double  and  absent 
nationality  could  really  be  done  away  with  is  for 
all  the  Powers  to  agree  upon  an  international  conven- 
tion according  to  which  they  undertake  the  obligation 
to  enact  by  their  Municipal  Law  such  corresponding 
rules  regarding  acquisition  and  loss  of  nationality  as 
make  the  very  occurrence  of  double  and  absent 
nationality  impossible.^ 

the  custody  of  the  French  Consul  tween  the  United  States  and 
at  Smyrna  until  the  matter  was  Great  Britain  on  May  13,  1870. 
settled  between  the  United  States  (See  Martens,  N.B.Q.,  aX.  p.  524*) 
and  Anstrian  Gk>yemments.  Fi-  All  these  treaties  stipulate  that 
na]ly,AiistriaconsentedtoKoszta's  naturalisation  in  one  of  the  con- 
being  brought  back  to  America,  tracting  States  shall  be  recognised 
Although  Eoszta  was  not  yet  by  the  other,  whether  the  natural- 
naturaused,  the  United  States  ised  individual  has  or  has  not 
claimed  a  right  of  protection  over  previously  been  released  from  his 
him,  since  he  had  taken  his  original  citizenship.  And  thev 
domicile  on  her  territory  with  the  fuxiher  stipulate  that  such  natural- 
intention  to  become  there  natural-  ised  individuals,  in  case  Uiey 
ised  in  due  time.  return  after  naturalisation  into 
^  The  United  States  have,  their  former  home  State  and  take 
through  the  so-called  *' Bancroft  their  residence  there  for  some 
Treaties,"  attempted  to  overcome  years,  either  ipso  fa/cto  become 
conflicts  arising  out  of  double  again  subjects  of  their  former  home 
nationality.  .  The  first  of  these  State  and  cease  to  be  naturalised 
treaties  was  concluded  in  1868  abroad  (as  the  Bancroft  Treaties), 
with  the  North  German  Confede-  or  can  be  reinstated  in  their 
ration,  the  precursor  of  the  present  former  citizenship,  and  cease 
Qerman  Empire,  and  signed  on  thereby  to  be  naturalised  abroad 
behalf  of  the  United  States  by  her  (as  the  treaty  with  Great  Britain). 
Minister  in  Berlin,  Qeorge  Ban-  *  The  Institute  of  International 
croft.  (See  Wharton,  II.  $$  149  Law  has  studied  the  matter,  and 
and  179.)  In  the  same  and  the  formulated  at  its  meeting  in  Venice 
following  year  treaties  of  the  in  1896  six  rules,  which,  if  adopted 
same  kind  were  concluded  with  on  the  part  of  the  different  States, 
many  other  States.  A  treaty  would  do  awav  with  many  of  the 
of  another  kind,  but  with  the  difficulties.  (See  Annuaire,  XV. 
same  object,  was  concluded  be-  p.  370.) 
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VI 
BeGEFTION   of  FOKEIGNfiBS  AND  BiQHT   OF  ASTLUM 

Yatiel,  n.  $  100— Hall,  §§  63-64— Westlake,  I.  pp.  208-210— Law- 
renoe,  S$  117-118— Phillimore,  I.  fS  365-370— Twiw,  I.  §  238— 
Halleok,  L  pp.  452-454— Taylor,  §  186— Walker,  f  19— Wharton,  II. 
§  206— Wheaton,  §  1 1 5,  and  Dana's  Note — Blnntsohli,  $$  381-398 — 
Hartmann,  $$  84-85, 89— Hefiler,  f  $  61-63 — Btoerk  in  Holtzendorfi^ 
n.  pp.  637-650— (Hureifl,  §  57— lisst,  $  25 — ^UUmann,  $$  102-103 — 
Bonfils,  Nob.  441-446— Despagnet,  Nos.  340-362 — Rivier,  L  pp. 
307-309 — Calvo,  II.  SS  70^-706,  VI.  119— Martens,  11.  §  46. 

§  314.  Many  writers^  maintain  that  every  member  NoOUiga- 
of  the  Family  of  Nations  is  bound  by  International  ^J^^ 
Law  to  admit  all  foreigners  into  its  territory  for  all  ^^^' 
lawful  purposes,  although  they  agree  that  every 
State  could  exclude  certain  classes  of  foreigners. 
This  opinion  is  generally  held  by  those  who  assert 
that  there  is  a  fundamental  right  of  intercourse  be- 
tween States.  It  will  be  remembered  *  that  no  such 
fundamental  right  exists,  but  that  intercourse  is  a 
characteristic  of  the  position  of  the  States  within  the 
Family  of  Nations  and  therefore  a  presupposition  of 
the  international  personality  of  every  State.  A  State, 
therefore,  cannot  exclude  foreigners  altogether  from 
its  territory  without  violating  the  spirit  of  the  Law 
of  Nations  and  endangering  its  very  membership  of 
the  Family  of  Nations.  But  no  State  actually  does 
exclude  foreigners  altogether.  The  question  is  only 
whether  an  international  legal  duty  can  be  said  to 
exist  for  every  State  to  admit  all  unobjectionable 
foreigners  to  all  parts  of  its  territory.  And  it  is  this 
duty  which  must  be  denied  as  far  as  the  customary 
Law  of  Nations  is  concerned.  It  must  be  emphasised 
that,  apart  from  general  conventional  arrangements, 

*  See,  for  instance,  BlontsohU,  §  381,  and  Liszt,  $  25. 

*  See  above,  §  141. 

VOL.  I.  B  B 


370  iNDivmuAUS 

as,  for  instance,  those  concerning  navigation  on  inter- 
national rivers,  and  apart  from  special  treaties  of 
commerce,  friendship,  and  the  like,  no  State  can  claim 
the  right  for  its  subjects  to  enter  into  and  reside  on 
the  territory  of  a  foreign  State.    The  reception  of 
foreigners  is  a  matter  of  discretion,  and  every  State 
is  by  reason  of  its  territorial  supremacy  competent  to 
exclude  foreigners  fit>m  the  whole  or  any  part  of  its 
territory.     And  it  is  only  an  inference  frt>m  this  com- 
petence that  the  United  States  and  other  States  ^  have 
made  special  laws  according  to  which  paupers  and 
criminals,  as  well  as  diseased  and  other  objectionable 
aliens,  are  prevented  from  entering  their  territory. 
Every  State  is  and  must  remain  master  in  its  own 
house,  and  such  mastership  is  of  especial  importance 
with  regard  to  the  admittance  of  foreigners.     Of 
course,  if  a  State  excluded  all  subjects  of  one  State 
only,  this  would  constitute  an  unfriendly  act,  against 
which  retorsion  would  be  admissible  ;  but  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  a  State  is  competent  to  do  this, 
although  in  practice  such  wholesale  exclusion  will 
never  happen.     Hundreds  of  treaties  of  commerce 
and  friendship  exist  between  the  members  of  the 
Family  of   Nations   according  to   which    they  are 
obliged  to  receive  each  other's  unobjectionable  sub- 
jects,  and   thus  practically  the    matter  is   settled, 
although  in  strict  law  every  State  is  competent  to 
exclude  foreigners  from  its  territory.* 
Beoeption       §  315-  It  is  obvious  that,  if  a  State  need  not  re- 
Foreigners  ceive  foreigners  at  all,  it  can,  on  the  other  hand, 

under 

oondi-             1  The  Aliens  Bill  brought  in  by  adopted  at  its  meeting  at  Geneva 

tions.          the  British  Government  in  1904  in  1892  (see  Annnaire,  XII.  p.  219) 

has  not  been  passed  by  Parliament,  a  body  of  forty -one  articles  oon- 

but  a  similar  bill  will  again*  be  ceming  the  admission  and  en>ul' 

introdnoed  in  1905.  sion  of  foreigners ;   articles  6-13 

'  The  Institnte  of  International  deal    with    uie    admittance    of 

Law  has  studied  the  matter,  and  foreigners. 
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receive  them  Tinder  certain  conditions  only.  Thus, 
for  example,  Bussia  does  not  admit  foreigners  without 
passports,  and  if  the  foreigner  adheres  to  the  Jewish 
faith  he  has  to  submit  to  a  number  of  special  restric- 
tions. Thus,  further,  during  the  time  Napoleon  m. 
ruled  in  Prance,  every  foreigner  entering  French 
territory  from  the  sea  or  from  neighbouring  land  was 
admitted  only  after  having  stated  his  name,  nation- 
ality, and  the  place  he  intended  to  go  to.  Some  States, 
as  Switzerland,  make  a  distinction  between  such 
foreigners  as  intend  to  settle  down  in  the  country  and 
such  as  intend  to  travel  only  in  the  country ;  no 
foreigner  is  allowed  to  settle  in  the  country  without 
havmg  asked  and  received  a  special  authorisation 
on  the  part  of  the  Government,  whereas  the  country 
is  unconditionally  open  to  all  mere  travelling 
foreigners. 

§  316.  The  fact  that  every  State  exercises  tern-  So-oaUed 
torial  supremacy  over  all  persons  on  its  territory,  A«^am! 
whether  they  are  its  subjects  or  foreigners,  excludes 
the  prosecution  of  foreigners  thereon  by  foreign 
States.  Thus,  a  foreign  State  is,  provisionally  at  least, 
an  asylum  for  every  individual  who,  being  prosecuted 
at  home,  crosses  its  frontier.  In  the  absence  of  ex- 
tradition treaties  stipulating  the  contrary,  no  State 
is  by  International  Law  obliged  to  refuse  admittance 
into  its  territory  to  such  a  fugitive  or,  in  case  he  has 
been  admitted,  to  expel  him  or  deliver  him  up  to  the 
prosecuting  State.  On  the  contrary.  States  have 
always  upheld  their  competence  to  grant  asylum  if 
they  choose  to  do  so.  Now  the  so-called  right  of 
asylum  is  certainly  not  a  right  of  the  foreigner  to 
demand  that  the  State  into  whose  territory  he  has 
entered  with  the  intention  of  escaping  prosecution 
ftx>m  some  other  State  should  grant  protection  and 
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asylum.  For  such  State  need  not  grant  them.  The 
so-called  right  of  asylum  is  nothing  but  the  com- 
petence mentioned  above  of  every  State,  and  inferred 
from  its  territorial  supremacy,  to  allow  a  prosecuted 
foreigner  to  enter  and  to  remain  on  its  territory 
under  its  protection,  and  to  grant  thereby  an  asylum 
to  him.  Such  fugitive  foreigner  enjoys  the  hospitality 
of  the  State  which  grants  him  asylum ;  but  it  might  be 
necessary  to  place  him  under  surveillance,  or  even  to 
intern  him  at  some  place  in  the  interest  of  the  State 
which  is  prosecuting  him.  For  it  is  the  duty  of  every 
State  to  prevent  individuals  Uving  on  its  territory 
from  endangering  the  safety  of  another  State.  And 
if  a  State  grants  asylum  to  a  prosecuted  foreigner, 
this  duty  becomes  of  special  importance. 


vn 
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VaUel,  I.  $  213,  n.  $$  101-115— Hall,  {$  63  and  87— Wesilake,  L 
pp.  211-212,  3i3-3i6^Lawrenoe,  $$  Ii7>ii8 — Phillimore,  I. 
SS  332-339— TwiaB,  I.  J  163— Taylor,  JJ  173,  187,  201-203— 
Walker,  5  19— "Wharton,  11.  §5  201-205— Wheaton,  $S  77-82— 
Blnntschli,  $§  385-393— Harlmann,  JS  84-85— Heffter,  S  62— 
Stoerk  in  Holtzendorff,  IL  pp.  637-650— Gareifl,  {  57 — liszt,  {  25 
— UUmann,  {  102— Bonfils,  NO0.  447-454— ^Despagnet,  Nos.  34a- 
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Fowignorg  §  3^7-  With  his  entrance  into  a  State,  a  foreigner, 
su^eoted  unless  he  belongs  to  the  class  of  those  who  enjoy 
(oriaiBn-  so-called  exterritoriality,  falls  at  once  under  such 
State's  territorial  supremacy,  although  he  remains  at 
the  same  time  under  the  personal  supremacy  of  his 
home  State.  Such  foreigner  is  therefore  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  in  which  he  stays,  and  is 
responsible  to  such  State  for  all  acts  he  commits  on 
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its  territory.  He  is  further  subjected  to  all  adminis- 
trative arrangements  of  such  State  which  concern  the 
very  locality  where  the  foreigner  is.  If  in  con- 
sequence of  a  public  calamity,  such  as  the  outbreak 
of  a  fire  or  an  infectious  disease,  certain  administra- 
tive restrictions  are  enforced,  they  can  be  enforced 
against  all  foreigners  as  well  as  against  citizens.  But 
apart  from  jurisdiction  and  mere  local  administrative 
arrangements,  both  of  which  concern  aU  foreigners 
alike,  a  distinction  must  be  made  between  such 
foreigners  as  are  merely  travelling  and  stay,  therefore, 
only  temporarily  on  the  territory,  and  such  as  take 
their  residence  there  either  for  good  or  for  some 
length  of  time.  A  State  has  wider  power  over 
foreigners  of  the  latter  kind ;  it  can  make  them  pay 
rates  and  taxes,  and  can  even  compel  them  in  case  of 
need,  under  the  same  conditions  as  citizens,  to  serve  in 
the  local  police  and  the  local  fire  brigade  for  the  pur- 
pose of  maintaining  public  order  and  safety.  On  the 
other  hand,  a  foreigner  does  not  fall  under  the  per- 
sonal supremacy  of  the  local  State ;  therefore  he  can- 
not be  made  to  serve  in  its  army  or  navy,  and  cannot, 
like  a  citizen,  be  treated  accordmg  to  discretion. 

§318.  The  rule  that  foreigners  fall  under  the  Foreignere 
territorial  supremacy  of  the  State  they  are  in,  finds  coontries. 
an  exception  in  Turkey  and,  further,  in  such  other 
Eastern  States,  like  China,  as  are,  in  consequence  of 
their  deficient  civilisation,  only  for  some  parts  mem- 
bers of  the  Family  of  Nations.  Foreigners  who  are 
subjects  of  Christian  States  and  enter  into  the  terri- 
tory of  such  Eastern  States,  remain  wholly  under  the 
jurisdiction  ^  of  their  home  State.  This  exceptional 
condition  of  things  is  based,  as  regards  Turkey,  on 
custom  and  treaties  which  are  called  Capitulations, 

^  See  below,  $  44a 
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as  r^ards  other  Eastern  States  on  treaties  only.^ 
Jurisdiction  over  foreigners  in  these  countries  is 
exercised  by  the  consuls  of  their  home  States,  which 
have  enacted  special  Municipal  Laws  for  that  pur- 
pose. Thus, '  Great  Britain  has  enacted  so-called 
Foreign  Jurisdiction  Acts  at  several  times,  which  are 
now  aU  consolidated  in  the  Foreign  Jurisdiction 
Act  of  1 890.^  It  must  be  specially  mentioned  that 
Japan  has  since  1899  ceased  to  belong  to  the 
Eastern  States  in  which  foreigners  are  exempt  from 
local  jurisdiction. 
Foreigners  §319.  Although  foreigners  fall  at  once  under 
Protection  the  territorial  supremacy  of  the  State  they  enter, 
Home*  ^^^y  remain  nevertheless  under  the  protection  of 
state.  their  home  State.  By  a  universally  recognised 
customary  rule  of  the  Law  of  Nations  every  State 
holds  a  right  of  protection  '  over  its  citizens  abroad, 
to  which  corresponds  the  duty  of  every  State  to 
treat  foreigners  on  its  territory  with  a  certain  con- 
sideration which  will  be  discussed  below,  §§  320-322. 
The  question  here  is  only  when  and  how  this  right 
of  protection  can  be  exercised.  Now  there  is  cer- 
tainly, as  far  as  the  Law  of  Nations  is  concerned,  no 
duty  incumbent  upon  a  State  to  exercise  its  protec- 
tion over  its  citizens  abroad.  The  matter  is  absolutely 
in  the  discretion  of  every  State,  and  no  foreigner  ha^ 
by  International  Law,  although  he  may  have  it  by 
Municipal  Law,  a  right  to  demand  protection  from 
his  home  State.  Often  for  political  reasons  States 
have  in  certain  cases  refused  the  exercise  of  their 

^  See  TwisB,  I.  §  163,  who  grown  up  in  fdrtheranoe  of  inter- 
enumerates  many  of  these  treaties;  eourse  between  the  members  of 
see  also  Phillimore,  I.  $$  336>339y  the  Family  of  Nations  (see  aboye, 
and  Hall,  Foreign  Powers  and  §  142);  Hall  (§  S7)  and  others 
Jurisdiction,  §§  59-9  >•  deduce  this  indubitable  right  from 

'  53  &  54  Vict.  0.  37.  the  "  fundamental  *'  right  of  self. 

'  This    right    has,    I   believe,  preservation. 


POSITION  OF  FOBEIGNERS  AFTER  RECEPTION     375 

right  of  protection  over  citizens  abroad.     Be  that  as 
it  may,  every  State  can  exercise  this  right  when  one 
of  its  subjects  is  wronged  abroad  in  his  person  or 
property,  either  by  the  State  itself  on  whose  territory 
such  person  or  property  is  for  the  time,  or  by  such 
State's  officials  or  citizens  without  such  State's  inter- 
fering for  the  purpose  of  making  good  the  wrong 
done.^    And  this  right   can  be  realised  in  several 
ways.    Thus,  a  State  whose  subjects   are  Wronged 
abroad  can  diplomatically  insist  upon  the  wrong- 
doers being  punished  according  to  the  law  of  the 
land  and  upon  damages,  if  necessary,  being  paid  to 
its  subjects  concerned.      It  can,  secondly,  exercise 
retorsion  and   reprisals  for  the  purpose  of  making 
the  other  State  comply  with  its  demands.    It  can, 
further,  exercise  intervention,  and  it  can  even  go 
to  war  when  necessary.    And  there  are  other  means 
besides  those  mentioned.   It  is,  however,  quite  impos- 
sible to  lay  down  hard  and  fast  rules  as  regards  the 
question,  in  which  way  and  how  far  in  every  case  the 
right  of  protection  ought  to  be  exercised.   Everything 
depends  upon  the  merits  of  the  individual  case  and 
must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  State  concerned. 
The    latter    will    have  to  take  into    consideration 
whether  the  wronged  foreigner  was  only  travelling 
through  or  had  settled  down  in  the  country,  whether 
his  behaviour  has  been  provocative  or  not,  how  far 
the  foreign  Government  identified  itself  with  the  acts 
of  officials  or  subjects,  and  the  like. 

§  320.  Under  the  influence  of  the  right  of  pro-  protection 
tection  over  its  subjects  abroad  which  every  State  J^^edto 
holds,  and  the  corresponding  duty  of  every  State  to  Foreign- 

1  Concerning  the  responsibility  see  above,  $$  1 51-167.    The  right  sons  and 

of   a    State    for    internationally  of  protection  over  citizens  abroad  ^operty. 

injurious  acts  of  its  own,  its  organs  is  in  detail  discussed  by  Hall,  $  87, 

and  other  officials,  and  its  subjects,  and  Westlake,  I.  pp.  313-320. 
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treat  foreigners  on  its  territory  with  a  certain  con- 
sideration, a  foreigner,  provided  he  owns  a  nationality 
at  all,  cannot  be  outlawed  in  foreign  countries,  but 
must  be  afforded  such  protection  of  his  person  and 
property  as  is  enjoyed  by  a  citizen.    The  home  State 
of  the  foreigner  has  by  its  right  of  protection  a  claim 
upon  such   State  as  allows  him  to  enter  its  terri- 
tory that  such  protection  should  be  afforded.     In 
consequence  thereof  every  State  is  by  the  Law  of 
Nations  compelled  to  grant  to  foreigners  equality 
before  the  law  with  its  citizens  as  far  as  safety  of 
person  and  property  is  concerned.^     A  foreigner 
must  in  especial  not  be  wronged  in  person  or  pro- 
perty by  the  officials  and  Courts  of  a  State.    Thus, 
the  police  must  not  arrest  him  without  just  cause, 
custom-house  officials  must  treat  him  civilly,  Courts 
of  Justice  must  treat  him  justly  and  in  accordance 
with  the  law.    Corrupt  administration  of  the  law 
against  natives  is  no  excuse  for  the  same  against 
foreigners,  and  no  Government  can  cloak  itself  with 
the  judgment  of  corrupt  judges. 
How  far         §321.  Apart  from  protection  of  person  and  pro- 
«S^r"  P^rty,  every  State  can  treat  foreigners  according  to 
ftMo^nff  discretion,  those  points  excepted  concerning  which 
toDiBj       discretion  is  restricted  through  international  treaties 
between  the  States  concerned.    Thus,  a  State  can 
exclude    foreigners    from    certain    professions    and 
trades;  it  can,  as  Great  Britain  did  formerly  and 
Bussia  does  even  to-day,  exclude  them  from  holding 
real  property;  it  can,  as  again  Great  Britain^  did 
in  former  times,  compel  them  to  have  their  names 
roistered  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  them  under 
control,  and  the  like.     It  must,  however,  be  stated 

^  But  not  otherwise.  of    Aliens,    ftc.,    1836    (6    &   7 

<  See  an  Act  for  the  Registration    William  IV.  c.  1 1). 


cretion. 
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that  there  is  a  tendency  within  all  the  States  which 
are  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  to  treat 
admitted  foreigners  more  and  more  on  the  same 
footing  as  citizens,  political  rights  and  duties,  of 
course,  excepted.  Thus,  for  instance,  with  the  only 
exception  that  a  foreigner  cannot  be  sole  or  part 
owner  of  a  British  ship,  foreigners  having  taken  up 
their  domicile  in  this  country  are  for  2JI  practical 
purposes  treated  by  the  law  ^  of  the  land  on  the  same 
footing  as  British  subjects. 

§  322.  Since  a  State  holds  territorial  only,  but  not  Departure 

-I  /••  •.I**,      from  the 

personal  supremacy  over  a  foreigner  within  its  Foreign 
boundaries,  it  can  never  under  any  circumstances  ^'»"*^- 
prevent  him  from  leaving  its  territory,  provided  he 
has  fulfilled  his  local  obligations,  as  payment  of  rates 
and  taxes,  of  fines,  of  private  debts,  and  the  like. 
And  a  foreigner  leaving  a  State  can  take  all  his 
property  away  with  him,  and  a  tax  for  leaving  the 
country  or  tax  upon  the  property  he  takes  away  with 
him  ^  cannot  be  levied.  And  it  must  be  specially 
mentioned  that  since  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth 
century  the  so-called  droit  dCaubaine  belongs  to  the 
past;  this  is  the  name  of  the  right,  which  was 
formerly  frequently  exercised,  of  a  State  to  confiscate 
the  whole  estate  of  a  foreigner  deceased  on  its 
territory,^  But  if  a  State  levies  estate  duties  in  the 
case  of  a  citizen  dying  on  its  territory,  as  Great 
Britain  does  according  to  the  Finance  Act  *  of  1 894, 
such  duties  can  likewise  be  levied  in  case  of  a 
foreigner  dying  on  its  territory. 

^  That  foreigners  cannot  now  ^  So-oalled    gahella      wnigra- 

any  longer  belong  to  the  Bar  or  iAomM, 

to  the  London  Stock  Exchange,  is  '  See  details  in  Wheaton,  §  82. 

an  outcome  not  of  British  Mnnioi-  The  dftM  d^a/uiboMw  was  likewise 

pal  Law,  but  of  regulations  of  the  named  ju9  aZbi/naffvL 

Luis  of  Court  and  the  Stock  Ex-  ^  57  k  58  Vict.  c.  30.    Estate 

change.  duty  is  levied  in  Great  Britain  in 
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Hall,  S  63— Wettlake,  L  p.  210— Phillimore,  I.  $  364— Halleok,  I. 
pp.  460-461— Taylor,  {  186— Walker,  {  19— Wharton,  II.  {  206— 
Bluntsohli,  {{  383-384— Stoerk  in  HoltEendorfi;  II.  pp.  646-656 — 
nilmann,  $  102— Bonfila,  No.  442— Despagnet,  Nos.  347-348 — 
Pradier-FodM,  m.  Nos.  1 857-1 859— BiviAr,  L  pp.  311-314 — 
Calvo,  YI.  SS  119-125— Martena,  I.  {  79— Bletean,  *<De  TafOe  et 
de  I'expnlaion  "  (1886)— Bare,  **  De  rei^alaion  des  toangen"  (1888) 
— Fteud-Glraiid,  *'  Droit  d'expoUon  des  teangers  "  (1889)— Lang- 
hard,  "Dae  Beoht  der  politiiohen  Fremdenaiuweisang *'  (1891) — 
Bolin-Jaoqaemjns  in  B.L,  XX.  (1888),  pp.  499  and  615. 

^^^^'  §  323.  Ju8t  as  a  State  is  competent  to  refuse  ad- 

Wj^^  mittance  to  a  foreigner,  so  it  is  in  conformity  with  its 
Foreign-  territorial  supremacy  competent  to  expel  at  any 
moment  a  foreigner  who  has  been  admitted  into  its 
territory.  And  it  matters  not  whether  the  respective 
individual  is  only  on  a  temporary  visit  or  has  settled 
dovm  for  professional  or  business  purposes  on  that 
territory,  having  taken  his  domicile  thereon.  Such 
States,  of  course,  as  have  a  high  appreciation  of 
individual  liberty  and  abhor  arbitrary  powers  of 
Government  will  not  readily  expel  foreigners.  Thus, 
the  British  Government  has  no  power  to  expel  even 
the  most  dangerous  foreigner  without  an  Act  of 
FarUament  making  provision  for  such  expulsion. 
And  in  Switzerland,  article  70  of  the  Constitution 
empowers  the  Government  to  expel  such  foreigners 
only  as  endanger  the  internal  and  external  safety  of 
the  land.    But  many  States  are  in  no  way  prevented 

the  oaae  also  of  snch  foreigner  Nations  is  oonoemed,  it  is  doubt- 
dying  abroad  as  leaves  movable  fed   whether    Oreat    Britain    is 
property  in  tiie  United  Kingdom  competent  to  daim  estate  duties 
without  having  ever  been  resident  in  suoh  oases, 
there.     As  far  as  the    Law  of 


EXPULSION  OF  FOREIGNERS        379 

by  their  Municipal  Law  from  expelling  foreigners 
according  to  discretion,  and  examples  of  arbitrary 
expulsion  of  foreigners,  who  had  made  themselves 
objectionable  to  the  respective  Governments,  are 
numerous  in  the  past  and  the  present. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  cannot  be  denied  that, 
especially  in  the  case  of  expulsion  of  a  foreigner  who 
has  been  residing  within  the  expelling  State  for  some 
length  of  time  and  has  established  a  business  there, 
the  home  State  of  the  expelled  individual  is  by  its 
right  of  protection  over  citizens  abroad  justified  in 
mating  diplomatic  representations  to  the  expelling 
State  and  asking  for  the  reasons  for  the  expulsion. 
But  as  in  strict  law  a  State  can  expel  even  domiciled 
foreigners  without  so  much  as  giving  the  reasons, 
the  refusal  of  the  expelling  State  to  supply  the  reasons 
for  expulsion  to  the  home  State  of  the  expelled 
foreigner  does  not  constitute  an  illegal,  although  a 
very  unfriendly,  act.  And  there  is  no  doubt  that 
every  expulsion  of  a  foreigner  without  just  cause  is,  in 
spite  of  its  international  legality,  an  unfriendly  act, 
which  can  rightfully  be  met  with  retorsion. 

§  324.  On    account    of  the    fact    that   retorsion  Jaat 
might  be  justified,  the  question  is  of  importance  what  ExpcOsion 
just  causes  of  expulsion  of  foreigners  there  are.     As  Jo^j-q. 
International  Law  gives  no  detailed  rules  regarding  era. 
expulsion,  everything  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
single  States  and  depends  upon  the  merits  of  the 
individual  case.    Theory  and  practice  correctly  make 
a  distinction  between  expulsion  in  time  of  war  and  in 
time  of  peace.     A  belligerent  may  consider  it  con- 
venient   to    expel  all    enemy  subjects  residing  or. 
temporarily    staying    within   his    territory.      And, 
although  such  a  measure  may  be  very  hard  and 
cruel,  the  opinion  is  general  that  such  expulsion  is 
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justifiable.^  As  r^ards  ezpnkion  in  time  of  peace, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  opinicms  of  writers  as  wdl  as 
of  States  naturally  differ  much.  Such  State  as  expels 
a  foreigner  will  hardly  admit  not  having  had  a  just 
cause.  Some  States,  as  Belgium^  since  1885, 
possess  Municipal  Laws  determining  just  causes  for 
the  expulsion  of  foreigners,  and  such  States'  discre- 
tion concerning  expulsion  is,  of  course,  more  or  less 
restricted.  But  many  States  do  not  possess  such  laws, 
and  are,  therefore,  totally  at  liberty  to  consider  a 
cause  as  justifying  expulsion  or  not.  The  Institute  of 
International  Law  at  its  meeting  at  Geneva  in  1892 
adopted  a  body  of  forty-one  articles  concerning  the 
admittance  and  expulsion  of  foreigners,  and  in  article 
28  thereof  enumerated  nine  just  causes  for  expulsion 
in  time  of  peace.^  I  doubt  whether  the  States  will 
ever  come  to  an  agreement  about  just  causes  of 
expulsion.  The  fact  cannot  be  denied  that  a 
foreigner  is  more  or  less  a  guest  in  the  foreign  land, 
and  the  question  under  what  conditions  such  guest 
makes  himself  objectionable  to  his  host  cannot  once 
for  all  be  answered  by  the  establishment  of  a  body  of 
rules.  So  much  is  certain,  that  with  the  gradual  dis- 
appearance of  despotic  views  in  the  different  States, 
and  with  the  advance  of  true  constitutionalism 
guaranteeing  individual  liberty  and  freedom  of 
opinion  and  speech,  expulsion  of  foreigners,  especially 
for  political  reasons,  will  become  less  frequent. 
Expulsion  will,  however,  never  disappear  totally, 
because  it  may  well  be  justified.    Thus,  for  example, 

^  ThuB   in    1870,    daring    the  ^  See  details  in  BMer,  I.  p.  312. 

Franco-German  war,  the  fSrenoh  '  See   Annuaire,  XII.  p.   223. 

expelled  all  Germans  from  France,  Many  of  these  causes,  as  convic- 

and   the  former   Sonth   African  tion  for  crimes,  for  instance,  are 

Bepnblic  expelled  in  1899,  daring  certainW  just  causes,  but  others 

the  Boer  war,  almost  idl  British  are  doubtml. 
subjects.  See  below,  vol.  II.  {  100. 
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Prussia  after  the  annexation  of  the  formerly  Free 
Town  of  Frankfort-on-the-Main,  was  certainly  justified 
in  expelling  those  individuals  who,  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  military  service  in  the  Prussian  Army, 
had  by  naturalisation  become  Swiss  citizens  without 
giving  up  their  residence  at  Frankfort. 

§  325.  Expulsion  is,  in  theory  at  least,  not  a  BxpniBion 
punishment,  but  an  administrative  measure  consisting  effected, 
in  an  order  of  the  Government  directing  a  foreigner 
to  leave  the  country.  Expulsion  must  therefore  be 
effected  with  as  much  forbearance  and  indulgence  as 
the  circumstances  and  conditions  of  the  case  allow 
and  demand,  especially  when  expulsion  is  meted  out 
to  a  domiciled  foreigner.  And  the  home  State  of  the 
expelled,  by  its  right  of  protection  over  its  citizens 
abroad,  may  well  insist  upon  such  forbearance  and 
indulgence.  But  this  is  valid  as  regards  the  first 
expulsion  only.  Should  the  expelled  refuse  to  leave 
the  territory  voluntarily  or,  after  having  left,  return 
without  authorisation,  he  may  be  arrested,  punished, 
and  forcibly  brought  to  the  frontier. 

§  326.  In  many  Continental  States  destitute  for-  Reoonduo- 

•  i**  11  ••«•  tion  in 

eigners,    foreign    vagabonds,    suspicious    foreigners  oontradis- 
without  papers  of  legitimation,  foreign  criminals  who  ^^i^  ^ 
have  served   their    punishment,   and  the  like,  are  »o**' 
without  any  formalities  arrested  by  the  police  and 
reconducted  to  the  frontier.    There  is  no  doubt  that 
the  competence  for  such  reconduction,  which  is  often 
called  droit  de  renvoi^  is  an  inference  from  the  terri- 
torial supremacy  of  every  State,  for  there  is  no 
reason  whatever  why  a  State  should  not  get  rid  of 
such  undesirable  foreigners  as  speedily  as  possible. 
But  although  such  reconduction  is  materially  not 
much  different  from  expulsion,  it  nevertheless  differs 
much  from  this  in  form,  since  expulsion  is  an  order 
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to  leave  the  country,  whereas  reconduction  is  forcible 
conveying  away  of  foreigners.^  The  home  State  of 
such  reconducted  foreigners  has  the  duty  to  receive 
them,  since,  as  will  be  remembered,^  a  State  cannot 
refuse  to  receive  such  of  its  subjects  as  are  expelled 
from  abroad.  Difficulties  arise,  however,  sometimes 
concerning  the  reconduction  of  such  foreign  individuals 
as  have  lost  their  nationality  through  long-continued 
absence  ^  from  home  without  having  acquired  another 
nationality  abroad.  Such  cases  are  a  further  example  of 
the  fact  that  the  very  existence  of  stateless  individuals 
is  a  blemish  in  Municipal  as  well  as  International  Law.^ 


IX 
Extradition 


Hall,  ii  13  and  63^WeBtlake,  I.  pp.  241-251— Lawrenoe,  ${  132-133 
—Phillimore,  ).  ${  365-3890— Twias,  L  $  236— Halleok,  I.  pp.  257- 
268— Taylor,  {§  205-211— Walker,  $  19— Wharton,  IL  $$  268-282 
Wheaton,  {{  115-121— BlnntaohU,  {{  394-401— Hartmann,  {  89— 
He£Aer,  {  63— Lammaaoh  in  HoltzendorlD^  in.  pp.  454-566 — 
Liszt,  §  32— Ullmann,  {§  113-117— Bonfila,  Nos.  455-481— Dob- 
pagnet,  Nos.  289-315— Pradier-Fod^r^,  in.  Nos.  1863-1893— 
Bivier,  I.  pp.  348-357— Galvo,  n.  $$  949-1071— Martens,  II.  {{  91- 
98 — Spear,  "The  Law  of  Extradition"  (1879)— Lanunasoh,  "Ans- 
iieferansgspflicht  nnd  Ai^lreoht "  (1887) — Martitz,  "  Internationale 
Beohtshilfe  in  Strafsaehen,'*  2  vols.  (1888  and  1897)— Moore, "  Trea- 
tise on  Extradition"  (1891)— Hawley,  *'The  Law  of  International 
Extradition  "  (1893)— Clark,  "  The  Law  of  Extradition  "  (3rd  ed. 
1903) — ^Biron  and  Chalmers,  "The  Law  and  Fraotioe  of  Extradi- 
tion "  (1903) — See  the  French,  German,  and  Italian  literature  oon- 
ceming  extradition  quoted  by  Fauchille  in  Bonfils,  No.  455* 

Extradi-         §  327.  Extradition  is  the  delivery  of  a  prosecuted 
le^aiTuty.  individual  to  the  State  on  whose  territory  he  has 

^  Bivier,  I.  p.  308,  oorrectiy  dis-  nuuiy  States  have,  either  by  spedal 

tincuishes  between  reconduction  treaties  or  in   their   treaties  ol 

and  expulsion,  bnt  Phillimore,  I.  commerce,   friendship,   and    the 

{  364,  seems  to  oonfonnd  both.  like,  stipulated  proper  treatment 

'  See  above,  §  294.  of  each  other's  deetitnte  sa1]jeot8 

'  See  above,  §  302,  No.  3.  on  each  other's  territory. 

*  It  ooght  to  be  mentioned  that 
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committed  a  crime  by  the  State  on  whose  territory 
the  criminal  is  for  the  time  staying.  Although 
Grotius  ^  holds  that  every  State  has  the  duty  either 
to  punish  itself  or  to  surrender  to  the  prosecuting 
State  such  individuals  within  its  boundaries  as  have 
committed  a  crime  abroad,  and  although  there  is  as 
regards  the  majority  of  such  cases  an  important 
interest  of  civilised  mankind  that  this  should  be  done, 
this  rule  of  Grotius  has  never  been  adopted  by  the 
States  and  has,  therefore,  never  become  a  rule  of  the 
Law  of  Nations.  On  the  contrary,  the  States  have 
always  upheld  their  competence  to  grant  asylum  to 
foreign  mdividuals  as  an  inference  from  their  terri- 
torial  supremacy,  those  cases  excepted  which  fall 
under  the  stipulations  of  special  extradition  treaties, 
if  any.  There  is,  therefore,  no  universal  rule  of 
customary  International  Law  in  existence  which 
commands  ^  extradition. 

§  328.  Since,    however,    modern    civilisation  de-  Bxtradi- 
mands  categorically  extradition  of  criminals  as  a  rule,  Tr^ties 
numerous  treaties  have  been  concluded  between  the  ?^^ 
single  States  stipulating  the  cases  in  which  extradi- 
tion shall  take  place.     According  to  these  treaties, 
individuals  prosecuted  for  more  important  crimes, 
political  crimes   excepted,  are  actually  always  sur- 
rendered to  the   prosecuting  State,  if  not  punished 
locally.    But  this  solution  of  the  problem  of  extradition 
is  a  product  of  the  nineteenth  century  only.    Before  the 
eighteenth  century  extradition  of  ordinary  criminals 


^  IL  0. 21,  §  4. 

*  Clarke,  l.o.  pp.  1-15,  tries  to 
prove  that  a  dnty  to  extradite 
eriminalB  does  exist,  bnt  the  restdt 
of  all  his  labour  is  that  he  finds 
that  the  refnsal  of  extradition  is 
"  a  serious  violation  of  the  moral 
obligations  which  exist  between 


civilised  States  "  (see  ]9.  14).  But 
nobody  has  ever  denied  this  as 
far  as  the  regular  criminal  is  con- 
cerned. The  question  is  only 
whether  an  international  legal 
duty  exists  to  surrender  a  criminal. 
And  this  legal  duty  the  States 
have  always  denied. 
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haxdly  occurred,  although  the  States  used  then 
frequently  to  surrender  to  each  other  political  fugi- 
tives, heretics,  and  even  emigrants,  either  in  conse- 
quence of  special  treaties  stipulating  the  surrender  of 
such  individuals,  or  voluntarily  without  such  treaties. 
Matters  began  to  undergo  a  change  in  the  eighteenth 
century,  for  then  treaties  between  neighbouring 
States  stipulated  frequently  the  extradition  of  ordi- 
nary criminals  besides  that  of  political  fugitives,  con- 
spirators, military  deserters,  and  the  like.  Vattel  ^  is 
able  to  assert  in  1758  that  murderers,  incendiaries, 
and  thieves  are  regularly  surrendered  by  neighbouring 
States  to  each  other.  But  general  treaties  of  extradi- 
tion between  all  the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations 
did  not  exist  in  the  eighteenth  century,  and  there 
was  hardly  a  necessity  for  such  general  treaties, 
since  traffic  was  not  so  developed  as  nowadays  and 
fugitive  criminals  seldom  succeeded  in  reaching  a 
foreign  territory  beyond  that  of  a  neighbouring  State. 
When,  however,  in  the  nineteenth  century,  with  the 
appearance  of  railways  and  Transatlantic  steamships, 
transit  began  to  develop  immensely,  criminals  used 
the  opportunity  to  flee  to  distant  foreign  countries. 
It  was  then  and  thereby  that  the  conviction  was 
forced  upon  the  States  of  civilised  humanity  that  it 
was  in  their  common  interest  to  surrender  ordinary 
criminals  regularly  to  each  other.  General  treaties 
of  extradition  became,  therefore,  a  necessity,  and  the 
single  States  succeeded  in  concluding  such  treaties 
with  each  other.  There  is  no  civilised  State  in 
existence  nowadays  which  has  not  concluded  such 
treaties  with  the  majority  of  the  other  civilised  States. 
And  the  consequence  is  that,  although  no  universal 
rule  of  International  Law  commands  it,  extradition 

'  11.  §  76. 
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of  criminals  between  the  States  is  an  established  fact 
based  on  treaties. 

§  329.  Some  States,  however,  were  unwilling  to  Manicipai 
depend  entirely  upon  the  discretion  of  their  Govern-  lon^Laws. 
ments  as  regards  the  conclusion  of  extradition  treaties 
and  the  procedure  in  extradition  cases.  They  have 
therefore  enacted  special  Municipal  Laws  which 
enumerate  those  crimes  for  which  extradition  shall 
be  granted  and  asked  in  return,  and  which  at  the 
same  time  regulate  the  procedure  in  extradition 
cases.  These  Municipal  Laws  ^  furnish  the  basis  for 
extradition  treaties  to  be  concluded.  The  first  in  the 
field  with  such  an  extradition  law  was  Belgium  in 
1833,  which  remained,  however,  for  far  more  than  a 
generation  quite  isolated.  It  was  not  until  1870 
that  England  followed  the  example  given  by  Belgium. 
English  public  opinion  was  for  many  years  against 
extradition  treaties  at  all,  considering  them  as  a 
great  danger  to  individual  liberty  and  to  the  com- 
petence of  every  State  to  grant  asylum  to  political 
refugees.  This  country  possessed,  therefore,  before 
1 870  a  few  extradition  treaties  only,  which  moreover 
were  in  many  points  inadequate.  But  in  1870  the 
British  Government  succeeded  in  getting  Parliament 
to  pass  the  Extradition  Act.^  This  Act,  which  was 
amended  by  another  in  1873^  *^d  *  thiid  in  1895,* 
has  furnished  the  basis  for  extradition  treaties  of 
Great  Britain  with  thirty-five  other  States.*^    Belgium 

^  See  Martitz,    Intemationale  Act,  1870,  see  Clarke,  pp.  126-166. 

Bechtahilfe,      I.     pp.      747-818,  ^  The  full  text  of  these  treaties 

where  the  history  of  all   these  is  printed  hy  Clarke,  as  well  as 

laws  is  sketched  and  their  text  is  Biron  and  Chalmers.    Not  to  be 

printed.  confounded  with    extradition    of 

'  33  A  34  Vict.  0.  52.  oriminalB  to  foreign  States  is  ex- 

'  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  60.  tradition  within  the  British  Em- 

*  58  ft  59  Vict.  c.  33.    On  the  pire  from  one  part  of  the  British 

history  of   extradition  in  Great  dominions     to     another.      This 

Britain    before   the    Extradition  matter  is  regulated  by  the  Fngi- 

VOL.  I.  C  C 
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enacted  a  new  extradition  law  in  1874.  Holland  en- 
acted such  a  law  in  1875,  Luxemburg  in  the  same 
year,  Argentina  in  1885,  the  Congo  Free  State  in 
1886,  Peru  in  1888,  Switzerland  in  1892. 

Such  States  as  possess  no  extradition  laws  and 
whose  written  Constitution  does  not  mention  the 
matter,  leave  it  to  their  Gk)vemment8  to  conclude 
extradition  treaties  according  to  their  judgment. 
And  in  these  countries  the  Governments  are  com- 
petent to  extradite  an  individual  even  if  no  extradi- 
tion treaty  exists. 
Object  of  §  330.  Since  extradition  is  the  delivery  of  an  in- 
ttoo!*^  criminated  individual  to  the  State  on  whose  territory 
he  has  committed  a  crime  by  the  State  on  whose 
territory  he  is  for  the  time  staying,  the  object 
of  extradition  dan  be  any  individual,  whether  he  is  a 
subject  of  the  prosecuting  State,  or  of  the  State  which 
is  required  to  extradite  him,  or  of  a  third  State. 
Many  States,  however,  as  France  and  most  other 
States  of  the  European  continent,  have  adopted  the 
principle  never  to  extradite  one  of  their  subjects  to 
a  foreign  State,  but  to  punish  themselves  subjects 
of  their  own  for  grave  crimes  committed  abroad. 
Other  States,  as  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States, 
have  not  adopted  this  principle,  and  do  extradite  such 
of  their  subjects  as  have  committed  a  grave  crime 
abroad.  Thus  Great  Britain  surrendered  in  1879 
to  Austria,  where  he  was  convicted  and  hanged,^ 
one  Tourville,  a  British  subject,  who,  after  having 


tiye  Offenders  Act,  1881  (44  k  4$  mitted  abroad  by  Engliflh  subieots, 

Vict.  c.  169).  and  as,   aeoording  to    artide    3 

^  This    case    is   all   the  more  of  the  extradition  treaty  between 

remarkable,    as    (see    24    &    25  England    and    Austria-Hmigary 

Vict.  o.    100,  §  9)  the  criminal  of  1873,  the  contracting  parties 

law    of   England    extends    over  are  in  no  case  mider  obligation  to 

murder  and  manslanghter  com-  extradite  their  own  subjects. 
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murdered  his  wife  in  the  Tyrol,  had  fled  home  to 
England. 

And  it  must  be  emphasised  that  the  object  of  ex- 
tradition is  an  individual  who  has  committed  a  crime 
abroad,  whether  or  not  he  was  physically  present 
during  the  commission  of  the  criminal  act  on  the 
territory  of  the  State  where  the  crime  was  conunitted. 
Thus,  in  1884,  Gtreat  Britain  surrendered  one  NiUins  to 
Germany,  who,  by  sending  from  Liverpool  forged  bills 
of  exchange  to  a  merchant  in  Germany  as  payment 
for  goods  ordered,  was  considered  to  have  committed 
forgery  and  to  have  obtained  goods  by  false  pretences 
in  Germany.^ 

§  331 .  Unless  a  State  is  restricted  by  an  extradition  Extra- 
law,  it  can  grant  extradition  for  any  crime  as  it  ^^^ 
thinks  fit.  And  unless  a  State  is  bound  by  an  ex- 
tradition treaty,  it  can  refuse  extradition  for  any 
crime.  Such  States  as  possess  extradition  laws  frame 
their  extradition  treaties  conformably  therewith  and 
specify  in  those  treaties  all  the  crimes  for  which 
they  are  willing  to  grant  extradition.  And  no 
person  is  to  be  extradited  whose  deed  is  not  a 
crime  according  to  the  Criminal  Law  of  the  State 
which  is  asked  to  extradite,  as  well  as  of  the  State 
which  demands  extradition.  As  regards  Great  Bri- 
tain, the  following  are  extraditable  crimes  according 
to  the  Extradition  Act  of  1870: — ^Murder  and  man* 
slaughter;  counterfeiting  and  uttering  counterfeit 
money ;  forgery  and  uttering  what  is  forged ;  embezzle- 
ment and  larceny ;  obtaining  goods  or  money  by  false 
pretences ;  crimes  by  bankrupts  against  bankruptoy 
laws;  fraud  by  a  bailee,  banker,  agent,  factor, 
trustee,  or  by  a  director,  or  member,  or  public  officer 

^  See  Clarke,  1.  c.  pp.  177  ftnd  262,  who,  however,  disapproves  oi 
this  surrender. 
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ct  BUj  company ;  rape ;  abdncdon  ;  diild  stealing ; 
burj^aiy  and  hooaebrealdng ;  anon;  lobbeiy  with 
violence;  threata  with  intent  to  extort;  piracy  by 
the  Law  of  Nations ;  sinking  or  destroying  a  vessel 
at  sea ;  assaults  on  board  ship  on  the  High  Seas  with 
intent  to  destroy  life  or  to  do  grievous  bodily  harm ; 
revolt  or  conspira<7  against  the  authority  of  the 
master  on  board  a  ship  on  the  High  Seas.  The 
Extradition  Act  of  1873  added  the  following  crimes  to 
the  list: — ^Kidnapping,  false  imprisonment,  perjury, 
and  subornation  of  perjury. 

Political  criminals  are,  as  a  rule,  not  extradited,^ 
and  according  to  many  extradition  treaties  military 
deserters  and  such  persons  as  have  committed  offences 
against  religion  are  likewise  excluded  from  extradi- 
tion. 
Effaetoft-  §  33^-  Extradition  is  granted  only  if  asked  for, 
*i«*  "^  and  after  the  formalities  have  taken  place  whidi  are 
of  Extra-  Stipulated  in  the  treaties  of  extradition  and  the 
extradition  laws,  if  any.  It  is  effected  through  the 
handing  over  of  the  criminal  by  the  police  of  the 
extraditing  State  to  the  police  of  the  prosecuting 
State.  But  it  must  be  emphasised  that,  according  to 
all  extradition  treaties,  it  is  a  condition  that  the 
extradited  individual  shall  be  tried  and  punished 
for  those  crimes  exclusively  for  which  his  extradi- 
tion has  been  asked  and  granted.^  If  an  extradited 
individual  is  nevertheless  tried  and  pimished  for 
another  crime,  the  extraditing  State  has  a  right  of 
intervention. 

*  See  below,  §5  333-340-  ^ord  (see  Annuaire,  V.  p.   117), 

'  It  ought  to  be  mentioned  that  adopted  a  body  of  twenty-eix  rules 

the  Institute  of  International  Law  concerning  extradition. 

in  1880,  at  its  meeting  in  Ox- 


dition. 
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X 

Peinciplb  of  Non-extradition  of  Political 

Cbiminals 

Westlake,  I.  pp.  247-248 — ^Lawrence,  §  133— Taylor,  §  212— Wharton, 
II.  §  272 — BluntBchli,  §  396— Hartmann,  §  89 — Lammasch  in 
HoltzendorfiE;  III.  pp.  485-510— Liszt,  {  32— Ulhnann,  §  115 — 
Biyiei;,  I.  pp,  351-357 — Calvo,  II.  SS  1034- 1036— Martens,  n.  §  96 — 
Bonfik,  No0.  466-467— Despagnet,  No.  304— Pradier-Fod6r6,  III. 
Nob.  1871-1873 — Soldan,  "  L*extradition  des  oriminelB  politiqnes*' 
(1882)— Martitz,  **  Internationale  Beohtshilfe  in  Strafsachen,"  vol. 
n.  (1897),  pp.  134-707 — Lammasch,  *' Auslief erangspflicht  and 
Asybrecht"  (1887),  pp.  203-355— Grivaz,  «*Natxire  et  effets  du 
principe  de  Tagyle  politique  "  (1895). 

§  333-  Before  the  French  Bevolution  ^  the  term  How 
"  political  crime  "  was  unknown  in  either  the  theory  tradition 
or  the  practice  of  the  Law  of  Nations.    And  the  q^^^^ 
principle  of  non-extradition  of  political  criminals  was  became 
likewise  non-existent.      On   the  contrary,  whereas 
extradition  of  ordinary   criminals  was,  before  the 
eighteenth  century  at  least,  hardly  ever  stipulated, 
treaties  very  often  stipulated  the  extradition  of  indi- 
viduals who  had  committed  such  deeds  as  are  nowa- 
days termed  "  political  crimes,"  and  such  individuals 
were  frequently  extradited  even  when  no  treaty  stipu- 
lated it.^    And  writers  in  the  sixteenth  and  seven- 
teenth centuries  did  not  at  all  object  to  such  practice 
on  the  part  of  the  States;  on  the  contrary,  they 
frequently  approved  of  it.^    It  is  indirectly  due  to 
the  French  Eevolution  that  matters  gradually  under- 
went a  change,  since  this  event  was  the  starting-point 
for  the  revolt  in    the  nineteenth  century  against 

^  I  follow  in  thiB  seotion  for  list  of  important  extraditions  of 

the  meet  part  the  munmary  of  the  political   oriminaLi    whioh    took 

faets  given  by  Martits,  L  o.  IL  place  between  1648  and  1789. 

pp.  134-184.  *  So  Orotins,  II.  c.  2i,  $  5,  No.  5. 

'  MartitZi  1.  o.  II.  p.  I77igive8a 
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despotism  and  absolutism  throughout  the  western  part 
of  the  European  continent.     It  was  then  that  the 
term  'Apolitical   crime''  arose,  and  article    120  of 
the  French  Constitution  of  1 793  granted  asylum  to 
foreigners  exiled  from  their  home  country  "  for  the 
cause  of  liberty."    On  the  other  hand,  iJie  French 
emigrants,  who  had  fled  from  France  to  escape  the 
Beign  of  Terror,  found  an  asylum  in  foreign  States. 
However,  the  modem  principle  of  non-extradition  of 
political  criminals  even  then  did  not  conquer  the 
world.      Until    1830  political   criminals    frequently 
were  extradited.    But  public  opinion  in  free  countries 
began  gradually  to  revolt  against  such  extradition, 
and  Great  Britain  was  its  first  opponent.     The  fact 
that  several  political  fugitives  were  surrendered  by 
the  Gk)vemor  of  Gibraltar  to  Spain  created  a  storm 
of  indignation  in  Parliament  in  181 5,  where  Sir  James 
Mackintosh  proclaimed  the  principle  that  no  nation 
ought  to  refuse  asylum  to  political  fugitives.     And 
in  1 8 1 6  Lord  Castlereagh  declared  that  there  could  be 
no  greater  abuse  of  the  law  than  by  allowing  it  to  be 
the  instrument  of  inflicting  punishment  on  foreigners 
who  had  conmiitted  political  crimes  only.    The  second 
in  the  field  was  Switzerland,  the  asylum  for  many  poli- 
tical fugitives  from  neighbouring  countries,  when,  after 
the  final  defeat  of  Napoleon,  the  reactionary  Conti- 
nental monarchs  refused  the  introduction  of  constitu- 
tional reforms  which  were  demanded  by  their  peoples. 
And  although,  in  1823,  Switzerland  was  forced  by  the 
threats  of  the  reactionary  leading  Powers  of  the  Holy 
Alliance  to  restrict  somewhat  the  asylum  afforded 
by  her  to  individuals  who  had  taken  part  in  the 
unsuccessful  political  revolts  in  Naples  and  Piedmont, 
the  principle  of  non-extradition  went  on  fighting  its 
way.    The  question  as  to  that  asylum  was  discussed 
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with  much  passion  in  the  press  of  Europe.  And 
although  the  principle  of  non-extradition  was  far 
from  becoming  universally  recognised,  that  discus- 
sion fostered  its  growth  indirectly.  A  practical 
proof  thereof  is  that  in  1830  even  Austria  and 
Prussia,  two  of  the  reactionary  Powers  of  that  time, 
refused  Bussia's  demand  for  the  extradition  of 
fugitives  who  had  taken  part  in  the  Polish  Be- 
volution  of  that  year.  And  another  proof  thereof  is 
that  at  about  the  same  time,  in  1829,  a  celebrated 
dissertation  ^  by  a  Dutch  jurist  made  its  appearance,  in 
which  the  principle  of  non-extradition  of  political 
criminals  was  for  the  first  time  defended  with  juristic 
arguments  and  on  a  juristic  basis. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  reaction  set  in  in  1833,  when 
Austria,  Prussia,  and  Bussia  concluded  treaties  which 
remained  in  force  for  a  generation,  and  which 
stipulated  that  henceforth  individuals  who  had  com- 
mitted crimes  of  high  treason  and  Uae-majesUy  or 
had  conspired  against  the  safety  of  the  throne  and 
the  legitimate  Government,  or  had  taken  part  in  a 
revolt,  should  be  surrendered  to  the  State  concerned. 
The  same  year,  however,  is  epoch-making  in  favour 
of  the  principle  of  non-extradition  of  political 
criminals,  for  in  1833  Belgium  enacted  her  celebrated 
extradition  law,  the  first  of  its  kind,  being  the  very 
first  Municipal  Law  which  expressly  interdicted 
the  extradition  of  foreign  political  criminals.  As 
Belgium,  which  had  seceded  from  the  Netherlands  in 
1 830  and  became  recognised  and  neutralised  by  the 
Powers  in  1831,  owed  her  very  existence  to  revolt, 
she  felt  the  duty  of  making  it  a  principle  of  her 
Municipal  Law  to  grant  asylum  to  foreign  political 
fugitives,  a  principle  which  was  for  the  first  time  put 

'  H.  Prov6  Eluit,  De  deditdone  profugorwnu 
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into  practice  in  the  treaty  of  extradition  concluded 
in  1834  between  Belgium  and  Prance.  The  latter, 
which  to  the  present  day  has  no  municipal  extra- 
dition law,  has  nevertheless  henceforth  always  in 
her  extradition  treaties  with  other  Powers  stipulated 
the  principle  of  non-extradition  of  political  criminals. 
And  the  other  Powers  followed  gradually.  Even 
Bussia  had  to  give  way,  and  since  1867  this  principle 
is  to  be  found  in  all  extradition  treaties  of  Bussia  with 
other  Powers,  that  with  Spain  of  1888  excepted.  It 
is  due  to  the  stem  attitude  of  Ghreat  Britain,  Swit- 
zerland, Belgium,  France,  and  the  United  States  that 
the  principle  has  conquered  the  world.  These 
countries,  in  which  individual  liberty  is  the  very 
basis  of  all  political  life,  and  constitutional  govern- 
ment a  political  dogma  of  the  nation,  watched  with 
abhorrence  the  methods  of  government  of  many  other 
States  between  181 5  and  i860.  These  Governments 
were  more  or  less  absolute  and  despotic,  repressing 
by  force  every  endeavour  of  their  subjects  to  obtain 
individual  liberty  and  a  share  in  the  government. 
Thousands  of  the  most  worthy  citizens  and  truest 
patriots  had  to  leave  their  country  for  fear  of  severe 
punishment  for  political  crimes.  Great  Britain  and 
the  other  free  countries  felt  in  honour  bound  not  to 
surrender  such  exiled  patriots  to  the  persecution  of 
their  Governments^  but  to  grant  them  an  asylum. 
Difficulty  §334.  Although  the  principle  became  and  is 
ingttiT  generally^  recognised  that  political  criminals  shall 
tion^of*  ^^*  ^®  extradited,  serious  difficulties  exist  concerning 
Political  the  conception  of  "political  crime."  Such  concep- 
tion  is  of  great  importance,  as  the  extradition  of  a 
criminal  may  depend  upon  it.     It  is  unnecessary 

>  See,  however,  below,  §  340,  concerning  the  reactionary  movement 
in  the  matter. 
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here  to  discuss  the  numerous  details  of  the  contro- 
versy. It  suffices  to  state  that  whereas  many  writers 
call  such  crime  '^  political ''  as  was  committed  from 
a  political  motive,  others  call  "  political "  any  crime 
committed  for  a  political  purpose;  again,  others 
recognise  such  crime  only  as  'Apolitical"  as  was 
committed  from  a  political  motive  and  at  the  same 
tune  for  a  political  purpose;  and,  thirdly,  some 
writers  confine  the  term  '*  political  crime "  to 
certain  offences  against  the  State  only,  as  high 
treason,  liae-majestS,  and  the  like.  To  the  present 
day  all  attempts  have  failed  to  formulate  a  satis- 
factory conception  of  the  term,  and  the  reason  of 
the  thing  will,  I  believe,  for  ever  exclude  the  pos- 
sibility of  finding  a  satisfactory  conception  and 
definition.  The  difficulty  is  caused  through  the 
so-called  "relative  political  crimes"  or  d&its  com- 
flexes — ^namely,  those  complex  cases  in  which  the 
political  offence  comprises  at  the  same  time  an 
ordinary  crime,  such  as  murder,  arson,  thefb,  and 
the  like.  Some  writers  deny  categorically  that  such 
complex  crimes  are  political;  but  this  opinion  is 
wrong  and  dangerous,  since  indeed  many  honourable 
political  criminals  would  have  to  be  extradited  in 
consequence  thereof.  On  the  other  hand,  it  can- 
not be  denied  that  many  cases  of  complex  crimes, 
although  the  deed  may  have  been  committed  frx>m 
a  political  motive  or  for  a  political  purpose,  are 
such  as  ought  not  to  be  considered  political.  Such 
cases  have  roused  the  indignation  of  the  whole 
civOised  world,  and  have  indeed  endangered  the 
very  value  of  the  principle  of  non-extradition  of 
political  criminals.  Three  practical  attempts  have 
therefore  been  made  to  deal  with  such  complex 
crimes  without  violating  this  principle. 
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The  §  335-  The  first  attempt  was  the  enactment  of  the 

Belgian  8o-called  attentat  clause  by  Belgium  m  1856,^  follow- 
chma?^  ing  the  case  of  Jacquin  in  1854.  A  French  manu- 
facturer named  Jules  Jacquin,  domiciled  in  Belgium, 
and  a  foreman  of  his  factory  named  C61estin  Jacquin, 
who  was  also  a  Frenchman,  tried  to  cause  an  explosion 
on  the  railway  line  between  lille  and  Calais  with  the 
intention  of  murdering  the  Emperor  Napoleon  III. 
France  requested  the  extradition  of  the  two  criminals, 
but  the  Belgian  Court  of  Appeal  had  to  refuse  the 
surrender  on  account  of  the  Belgian  extradition  law 
interdicting  the  surrender  of  political  criminals.  To 
provide  for  such  cases  in  the  future,  Belgium  enacted 
in  1856  a  law  amending  her  extradition  law  and 
stipulating  that  murder  of  the  head  of  a  foreign 
Gbvemment  or  of  a  member  of  his  family  should 
not  be  considered  a  political  crime.  Gradually  all 
European  States,  with  the  exception  of  England, 
Italy,  and  Switzerland,  have  adopted  that  attentat 
clause,  and  a  great  many  Continental  writers  urge 
its  adoption  by  the  whole  of  the  civilised  world. 
T^®  §  336-  Another    attempt  to  deal   with    complex 

Proiwt*of  crimes  without  detriment  to  the  principle  of  non- 
*^''  extradition  of  political  criminals  was  made  by  Bussia 
in  1 88 1.  Influenced  by  the  murder  of  the  Emperor 
Alexander  11.  in  that  year,  Eussia  invited  the  Powers 
to  hold  an  International  Conference  at  Brussels  for 
the  consideration  of  the  proposal  that  thenceforth 
no  murder  or  attempt  to  murder  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  political  crime.  But  the  Conference  did 
not  take  place,  since  Great  Britain  as  well  as  France 
declined  to  take  part  in  it.^  Thus  the  development 
of  things  had  come  to  a  standstill,  many  States  having 

^  See  details  in  Mariitz,  1.  c.  II.       *  See  detaUs  in  MandtSy  L  c.  II. 
p.  372.  p.  479- 
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adopted,  others  declining  to  adopt,  the  Belgian  clause, 
and  the  Bussian  proposal  having  fallen  through. 

§337.  Eleven  years  later,  in  1892,  Switzerland  TheSwisa 
attempted  a  solution  of  the  problem  on  a  new  basis,  the'pro^^ 
In  that  year  Switzerland  enacted  an  extradition  law  ^^/" 
whose  article  10  recognises  the  non-extradition  of 
political  criminals,  but  lays  down  the  rule  at  the 
same  time  that  political  criminals  shall  nevertheless 
be  surrendered  in  case  the  chief  feature  of  the  offence 
wears  more  the  aspect  of  an  ordinary  than  of  a 
political  crime,  and  that  the  decision  concerning 
the  extraditability  of  such  criminals  rests  with  the 
"  Bundesgericht,"  the  highest  Swiss  Court  of  Justice. 
This  Swiss  rule  contains  a  better  solution  of  the  pro- 
blem than  the  Belgian  attentat  clause  in  so  far  as  it 
allows  the  circumstances  of  the  special  case  to  be 
taken  into  consideration.  And  the  fact  that  the 
decision  is  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Government 
and  transferred  to  the  highest  Court  of  the  country, 
denotes  likewise  a  remarkable  progress.  For  the 
Government  cannot  now  be  blamed  whether  extra- 
dition is  granted  or  refused,  the  decision  of  an  inde- 
pendent Court  of  Justice  being  a  certain  guarantee 
that  an  impartial  view  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  has  been  taken.^ 

§  338.  The  numerous  attempts  against  the  lives  of  Bationaie 
heads  of  States,  as  the  two  attempts  against  the  late  ^ofpie 
Emperor  William  I.   of  Germany,  the  murder  of  ^j^iUonT 
Alexander  IE.  of  Bussia  in  188 1,  of  President  Camot  ofPoMtioai 
of  Prance  in  1894,  ^^  King  Humbert  of  Italy  in  1900,    '^^ 
and    the    frequency    of   anarchistic    crimes,    have 

^  It  ought  to  be  mentioned  that  extradition  of  polHioal  eriminals, 

the  Institute  of  Ihtemational  Law  bnt  I  do  not  think  that  these  rules 

at  its    meeting    at    Geneva   In  give  on  the  whole  mnoh  salisfae- 

1892  (see  Annnaixe,  XXL  p.  182)  don. 
adopted    lour    rules    oonceming 
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shaken  the  value  of  the  principle  of  non-extradition 
of  political  criminals  in  the  opinion  of  the  civilised 
world,  as  illustrated  by  the  three  practical  attempts 
described  above  to  meet  certain  difficulties.  It  is, 
consequently,  no  wonder  that  some  writers^  plead 
openly  and  directly  for  the  abolition  of  this  principle, 
maintaining  that  it  was  only  the  product  of  abnormal 
times  and  circumstances  such  as  were  in  existence 
during  the  first  half  of  the  nineteenth  century,  and 
that  with  their  disappearance  the  principle  is  likely  to 
do  more  harm  than  good.  And  indeed  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  the  application  of  the  principle  in  favour 
of  some  criminals,  such  as  the  anarchistic  murderers 
and  bomb-throwers,  could  only  be  called  an  abuse. 
But  the  question  is  whether,  apart  from  such 
exceptional  cases,  the  principle  itself  is  still  to  be 
considered  as  justified  or  not. 

Without  doubt  the  answer  must  be  in  the  affirma- 
tive. I  readily  admit  that  every  poUtical  crime  is  by 
no  means  an  honourable  deed,  which  as  such  deserves 
protection.  Still,  political  crimes  are  committed  by 
the  best  of  patriots,  and,  what  is  of  more  weight,  they 
are  in  many  cases  a  consequence  of  oppression  on 
the  part  of  the  respective  Governments.  They  are 
comparatively  infrequent  in  free  countries,  where 
there  is  individual  liberty,  where  the  nation  governs 
itself,  and  where,  therefore,  there  are  plenty  of  legal 
ways  to  bring  grievances  before  the  authorities.  A 
free  coimtry  can  never  agree  to  surrender  foreigners 
to  their  prosecuting  home  State  for  deeds  done  in  the 
interest  of  the  same  fireedom  and  liberty  which  the 
subjects  of  such  free  country  enjoy.  For  individual 
liberty  and  self-government  of  nations  are  demanded 
by  modem  civilisation,  and  their  gradual  realisation 

^  See,  for  instance,  Bivier,  I.  p.  354. 
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over  the  whole  globe  is  conducive  to  the  welfare 
of  the  human  race. 

Political  crimes  may  certainly  be  committed  in  the 
interest  of  reaction  as  well  as  in  the  interest  of  pro- 
gress, and  reactionary  political  criminals  may  have 
occasion  to  ask  for  asylum  as  well  as  progressive 
political  criminals.  The  principle  of  non-extradition 
of  political  criminals  indeed  extends  its  protection 
over  the  former  too,  and  this  is  the  very  point  where 
the  value  of  the  principle  reveals  itself.  For  no 
State  has  a  right  to  interfere  with  the  internal 
affairs  of  another  State,  and,  if  a  State  were  to 
surrender  reactionary  poUtical  criminals  but  not 
progressive  ones,  the  prosecuting  State  of  the  latter 
could  indeed  complain  and  consider  the  refusal  of 
extradition  an  unfriendly  act.  If,  however,  non- 
extradition  is  made  a  general  principle  which  finds 
its  appUcation  in  favour  of  poUtical  criminals  of 
every  kind,  no  State  can  complain  if  extradition  is 
refused.  Have  not  reactionary  States  the  same 
faculty  of  refusing  the  extradition  of  reactionary 
political  criminals  as  free  States  have  of  refusing  the 
extradition  of  progressive  poUtical  criminals  ? 

Now,  many  writers  agree  upon  this  point,  but  main- 
tain that  such  arguments  meet  the  so-called  purely 
poUtical  crimes  only,  and  not  the  relative  or  complex 
poUtical  crimes,  and  they  contend,  therefore,  that  the 
principle  of  non-extradition  ought  to  be  restricted  to 
the  former  crimes  only.  But  to  this  I  cannot  assent. 
No  revolt  happens  without  such  complex  crimes 
taking  place,  and  the  individuals  who  commit  them 
may  indeed  deserve  the  same  protection  as  other 
political  criminals.  And,  further,  although  I  can 
under  no  circumstances  approve  of  murder,  can  never 
sympathise  with  a  murderer,  and  can  never  pardon 
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his  crime,  it  may  well  be  the  case  that  the  mur- 
dered official  or  head  of  a  State  has  by  inhuman 
cruelty  and  oppression  himself  whetted  the  knife 
which  cut  short  his  span  of  life.  On  the  other 
handy  the  mere  fact  that  a  crime  was  committed 
for  a  political  purpose  may  well  be  without  any 
importance  in  comparison  with  its  detestability  and 
heinousness.  Attempts  on  heads  of  States,  such,  for 
example,  as  the  murders  of  Presidents  Lincoln  and 
Camot  or  of  Alexander  IE.  of  Russia  and  Humbert  of 
Italy,  are  as  a  rule,  and  all  anarchistic  crimes  are 
without  any  exception,  crimes  of  that  kind.  Criminals 
who  commit  such  crimes  ought  under  no  circum- 
stances to  find  protection  and  asylum,  but  ought  to 
be  surrendered  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  their  just 
and  appropriate  punishment. 

How  to  §  339'  '^^  question,  however,  is  how  to  sift  the 

aToidMis-  chaff  from  the  wheat,  how  to  distinguish  between 
t^^the  such  political  criminals  as  deserve  an  asylum  and 

o?NmSx-  ®^^^  ^  ^^  ^^^'    ^^  difficulties  are  great  and  partly 
tradition    insuperable  as  long  as  we  do  not  succeed  in  findinsf  a 

ofPoUtical       ,.  ^     ^  ®^.  r  ^u     ^  cc      Vx-     i       •        » 

Criminals.  Satisfactory  conception  of  the  term  "  pohtical  crime. 
But  such  difficulties  are  only  partly,  not  wholly, 
insuperable.  The  step  taken  by  the  Swiss  extradi- 
tion law  of  1892  is  so  far  in  advance  as  to  meet 
a  great  many  of  the  difficulties.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  adoption  of  the  Swiss  rule  by  all  the  other 
civilised  States  would  improve  matters  more  than 
the  universal  adoption  of  the  so-called  Belgian 
attentat  clause.  The  fact  that  according  to  Swiss 
law  each  case  of  complex  political  crime  is  un- 
ravelled and  obtains  the  verdict  of  an  independent 
Court  according  to  the  very  circumstances,  con- 
ditions, and  requirements  under  which  it  occurred, 
is  of  the  greatest  value.     For  it  enables  every  case 
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to  be  met  in  such  a  way  as  it  deserves,  without 
exposing  and  compromising  the  Government,  and 
without  sacrificing  the  principle  of  non-extradition 
of  political  criminals  as  a  valuable  rule.  With  the 
charge  made  by  some  writers^  that  the  Swiss  law 
does  not  give  criteria  for  the  guidance  of  the  Court 
in  deciding  whether  extradition  for  complex  crimes 
should  be  granted  or  not,  I  cannot  agree.  In  my 
opinion,  the  very  absence  of  such  criteria  proves 
the  superiority  of  the  Swiss  clause  to  the  Belgian 
attentat  clause.  On  the  one  hand,  the  latter  is  quite 
insufficient,  for  it  restricts  its  stipulations  to  murder 
of  heads  of  States  and  members  of  their  families 
only.  But  I  see  no  reason  why  individuals  guilty 
of  any  murder — as  provided  by  the  Bussian  pro- 
posal— or  who  have  committed  other  crimes,  such 
as  arson,  theft,  and  the  like,  should  not  be  sur- 
rendered in  case  the  political  motive  or  purpose 
of  the  crime  is  of  no  importance  in  comparison  with 
the  crime  itself.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Belgian 
clause  goes  too  far,  since  exceptional  cases  of  murder 
of  heads  of  States  from  political  motives  or  for  politi- 
cal purposes  might  occur  which  do  not  deserve 
extradition.  The  Swiss  clause,  however,  with  its 
absence  of  fixed  distinctions  between  such  complex 
crimes  as  are  extraditable,  and  such  as  are  not, 
permits  the  consideration  of  the  circumstances,  con- 
ditions, and  requirements  under  which  a  complex 
crime  was  committed.  It  is  true  that  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  Court  of  Justice  which  has  to  decide 
whether  such  a  complex  crime  is  extraditable  is 
great.  But  it  is  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  such 
Court  will  give  its  decision  with  impartiality,  fairness, 
and  justice.     And  it  need  not  be  feared  that  such 

^  See,  for  instance,  Martitz,  L  0.  IL  pp.  533-539« 
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Court  will  grant  asylum  to  a  murderer,  incendiary, 
and  the  like,  unless  convinced  that  the  deed  was 
really  political. 
Beaotion-  §  340.  Be  that  as  it  may,  the  present  condition  of 
Sition*  matters  is  a  danger  to  the  very  principle  of  non- 
''^'®***^-  extradition  of  political  criminals.  Under  the 
influence  oi  the  excitement  caused  by  numerous 
criminal  attempts  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  a  few  treaties  have  already  been  concluded 
which  make  a  wide  breach  in  this  principle.  It  is 
Russia  which  is  leading  the  reaction.  This  Power 
in  1885  concluded  treaties  with  Prussia  and  Bavaria 
which  stipulate  the  extradition  of  all  individuals 
who  have  made  an  attack  on  the  life,  the  body, 
or  the  honour  ^  of  a  monarch,  or  of  a  member  of  his 
family,  or  who  have  conmiitted  any  kind  of  murder 
or  attempt  to  murder.  And  the  extradition  treaty 
between  Eussia  and  Spain  of  1888  goes  even  further 
and  abandons  the  principle  of  non-extradition  of 
political  criminals  altogether.  Fortunately,  the 
endeavour  of  Eussia  to  abolish  this  principle  alto- 
gether has  not  succeeded.  In  her  extradition  treaty 
with  Great  Britain  of  1 886  she  had  to  adopt  it  with- 
out any  restriction,  and  in  her  extradition  treaties 
with  Portugal  of  1887,  with  Luxemburg  of  1892, 
and  with  the  United  States  and  Holland  of  1893, 
she  had  to  adopt  it  with  a  restrictive  clause  similar 
to  the  Belgian  attentat  clause. 

^  ThuB,  even  for  U$e'nuye9U  extradition  must  be  grftnted. 
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Position  of  Haadb  of  States  aocobdisq  to 

Intbbnational  Law 

Hall,  S  97— PhiUimora,  IL  $$  loi  and  102— Blontaehli,  $$  115-13$-- 
Hdisendorff  in  H61tB«ndorff,  11.  pp.  77-81— Ullmann,  $  30— Bivier, 
I.  $  32— Fiore,  n.  No.  1097— Bonfila,  No.  632— Bynkenhoek,  "Da 
Iwolegatamm"  (1721),  0.  HL  $  13. 

§  341.  As  a  State  is  an  abstraction  from  the  fact  Naoeisi^ 
that  a  multitude  of  individuals  live  in  a  country  te'majf 
under  a  Sovereign  Government,  every  State  must  have  ®***^ 
a  head  as  its  highest  organ,  which  represents  it 
within  and  without  its  borders  in  the  totality  of  its 
relations.  Such  head  is  the  monarch  in  a  monarchy 
and  a  president  or  a  body  of  individuals,  as  the 
Bundesrath  of  Switzerland,  in  a  republic.  The  Law  of 
Nations  prescribes  no  rules  as  regards  the  kind  of  head 
a  State  may  have.  Every  State  is,  naturally,  indepen- 
dent regarding  this  point,  possessing  the  faculty  of 
adopting  any  Constitution  it  likes  and  of  changing 
such  Constitution  according  to  its  discretion.  Some 
kind  or  other  of  a  head  of  the  State  is,  however, 
necessary  according  to  International  La,w,  as  without 
a  head  there  is  no  State  in  existence,  but  an 
anarchy. 

§  342.  In  case  the  head  of  a  State  changes,  it  is 

D  D  2 
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Beeogni-  usual  to  notify  this  fact  to  other  States.  The  latter 
Haftdi  o<  usually  recognise  the  new  head  through  some  formal 
Btotei.      ^^^^  g^^j^  ^  ^  congratulation,   for  example.    But 

neither  such  notification  nor  recognition  is  strictly 
necessary  according  to  International  Law,  as  an 
individual  becomes  head  of  a  State,  not  through  the 
recognition  of  other  States,  but  through  Municipal 
Law.  Such  notification  and  recognition  are,  how- 
ever, of  legal  importance.  For  through  notification 
a  State  declares  that  the  individual  concerned  is 
its  highest  organ,  and  has  by  Municipal  Law  the 
power  to  represent  the  State  in  the  totality  of  its 
international  relations.  And  through  recognition 
the  other  States  declare  that  they  are  ready  to 
negotiate  with  such  individual  as  the  highest 
organ  of  his  State.  But  recognition  of  a  new  head 
by  other  States  is  in  every  respect  a  matter  of 
discretion.  Neither  has  a  State  the  right  to  demand 
from  other  States  the  recognition  of  its  new  head, 
nor  has  any  State  a  right  to  refuse  such  recognition. 
Thus  Bussia,  Austria,  and  Prussia  refused  until  1 848 
recognition  to  Isabella  Queen  of  Spain,  who  had 
come  to  the  throne  as  an  infant  in  1833.  But  in  the 
long  run  recognition  can  practically  not  be  withheld, 
for  without  it  international  intercourse  is  impossible, 
and  States  with  self-respect  will  exercise  retorsion  if 
recognition  is  refused  to  the  heads  they  have  chosen. 
Thus,  when,  after  the  unification  of  Italy  in  1861, 
Mecklenburg  and  Bavaria  refused  the  recognition  of 
Victor  Emanuel  as  King  of  Italy,  Count  Cavour 
revoked  the  eaeqtuitur  of  the  consuls  of  these  States 
in  Italy. 

But  it  must  be  emphasised  that  recognition  of  a 
new  head  of  a  State  by  no  means  impUes  the 
recognition  of  such    head  as  the  legitimate  head 
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of  the  State  in  question.  Becognition  is  in  fact 
nothing  else  than  the  declaration  of  other  States 
that  they  are  ready  to  deal  with  a  certain  individual 
as  the  highest  organ  of  the  particular  State,  and  the 
question  remains  totally  undecided  whether  such 
individual  is  or  is  not  to  be  considered  the  legitimate 
head  of  that  State. 

§  343.  The  head  of  a  State,  as  its  chief  organ  and  Oompe- 
representative  in  the  totality  of  its  international  Heads  of 
relations,  acts  for  his  State  in  the  latter's  inter-  ®***^ 
national  intercourse,  with  the  consequence  that  all 
his  legally  relevant  international  acts  are  considered 
acts  of  his  State.  His  competence  to  perform  such 
acts  is  termed  jW  repraesentationia  omnimodae.  It  com- 
prises in  substance  chiefly :  reception  and  mission  of 
diplomatic  agents  and  consuls,  conclusion  of  inter- 
national treaties,  declaration  of  war,  and  conclusion 
of  peace.  But  it  is  a  question  of  the  special  case, 
how  far  this  competence  is  independent  of  Municipal 
Law.  For  heads  of  States  exercise  this  competence 
for  their  States  and  as  the  latter's  representatives, 
and  not  in  their  own  right.  If  a  head  of  a  State 
should,  for  instance,  ratify  a  treaty  without  the 
necessary  approval  of  his  Parliament,  he  would 
go  beyond  his  powers,  and  therefore  such  treaty 
would  not  be  binding  upon  his  State.^ 

On  the  other  hand,  this  competence  is  certainly 
independent  of  the  question  whether  a  head  of  a 
State  is  the  legitimate  head  or  a  usurper.  The 
mere  fact  that  an  individual  is  for  the  time  being 
the  head  of  a  State  makes  him  competent  to  act 
as  such  head,  and  his  State  is  legally  bound  by 
his  acts.  It  may,  however,  be  difficult  to  decide 
whether  a  certain  individual  is  or  is  not  the  head  of 

*  See  below,  {  497. 
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a  State,  for  after  a  revolution  some  time  always 
elapses  before  matters  are  settled. 
HeacU  of  §  344.  Heads  of  States  are  never  subjects  ^  of  the 
Objeoti  of  Law  of  Nations.  The  position  a  head  of  a  State  has 
NilikoB.^  according  to  International  Law  is  due  to  him,  not  as 
an  individual,  but  as  the  head  of  his  State.  EQs 
position  is  derived  from  international  rights  and  duties 
of  his  State,  and  not  from  international  rights  of  his 
own.  Consequently,  all  rights  possessed  by  heads  of 
States  abroad  are  not  international  rights,  but  rights 
which  must  be  granted  to  them  by  the  Municipal  Law 
of  the  foreign  State  on  whose  territory  foreign  heads  of 
States  are  temporarily  staying,  and  such  rights  must 
be  granted  in  compliance  with  international  rights  of 
the  home  States  of  the  respective  heads.  Thus,  heads 
of  States  are  not  subjects  but  objects  of  Inter- 
national Law,  and  in  this  regard  are  like  any  other 
individual. 
Hononn  §  345.  All  honours  and  privileges  of  heads  of 
J^^^'  States  due  to  them  by  foreign  States  are  derived  from 
^JUJ^  ®'  the  fact  that  dignity  is  a  recognised  quality  of  States  as 
members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  and  International 
Persons.2  Concerning  such  honours  and  privUeges, 
International  Law  distinguishes  between  monarchs 
and  heads  of  republics.  This  distinction  is  the 
necessary  outcome  of  the  fact  that  the  position  of 
monarchs  according  to  the  Municipal  Law  of  mon- 
archies is  totally  different  from  the  position  of  heads 
of  republics  according  to  the  Municipal  Law  of  the 
republics.  For  monarchs  are  sovereigns,  but  heads 
of  republics  are  not. 

^  But  Heffter  (S  48)  maintftins  is  treated  in  detail  above,  $S  13 

the  oontrary,  and  PhiUimore  (II.  and   288-290;    see    also    below, 

f  100)  desiffnates  monarohs  medi-  §  384. 
ately  a/nd  derivatively  as  saliijects        '  See  above,  §  121. 
of  International  Law.    The  matter 
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Vattel,  L  SS  28-45;  ^'  i  108— Hall,  $  49— Lawrenoe,  $  126— Philli- 
more,  11.  $$  108-1 13— Taylor,  $  129— Blnntwhli,  $$  126-153 — 
Heffter,  $$  48-57— UUmaim,  $$  31-32— Bivier,  I.  $  33— Calvo,  III. 
SS  1454-1479— Rore*  n.  Nof.  1098-1 102— Bonfik,  Nos.  633-647— 
Ftadier-Fod^r^,  III.  Nos.  1 564-1 591. 

§  346.  In  every  monarchy  the  monarch  appears  Sove- 
as  the  representative  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  State  M^mhs. 
and  thereby  becomes  a  Sovereign  himself,  a  fact 
which  is  recognised  by  International  Law.  And 
the  difference  between  the  Municipal  Laws  of  the 
different  States  regarding  this  point  matters  in  no 
way.  Consequently,  International  Law  recognises 
all  monarchs  as  equally  sovereign,  although  the 
difference  between  the  constitutional  positions  of  the 
monarchs  is  enormous,  if  looked  upon  in  the  light 
of  the  rules  laid  down  by  the  Municipal  Laws  of  the 
different  States.  Thus,  the  Emperor  of  Eussia,  who 
is  an  absolute  monarch,  and  the  King  of  England, 
who  is  sovereign  in  Parliament  only,  and  therefore 
far  from  absolute,  are  indifferently  sovereign  accord- 
ing to  International  Law. 

§  347*  Not  much  need  be  said  as  regards  the  Oonm. 
consideration  due  to  a  monarch  from  other  States  daeto'^ 
when  within    the    boundaries    of   his    own    State.  ^^^^^2!* 
Foreign  States    have  to  give  him   his    usual  and 
recognised  predicates  ^  in  all  official  conmiunications. 
Every  monarch  must  be  treated  as  a  peer  of  other 
monarchs,  whatever  difference  in  title  and  actual 
power  there  may  be  between  them. 

§  348.  As  regards,  however,  the  consideration  due  Jonsi- 
to  a  monarch  abroad  from  the  State  on  whose  terri-  dae  to 

Monarohs 
^  Details  as  regards  the  predicates  of  monarohB  are  given  above,  §119.     abroad. 
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tory  he  is  staying  in  time  of  peace  and  with  the 
consent  and  the  knowledge  of  the  Government, 
details  must  necessarily  be  given.  The  considera- 
tion due  to  him  consists  in  honours,  inviolability, 
and  exterritoriality. 

( 1 )  In  consequence  of  his  character  of  Sovereign, 
his  home  State  has  the  right  to  demand  that  certain 
ceremonial  honours  be  rendered  to  him,  the  members 
of  his  family,  and  the  members  of  his  retinue.  He 
must  be  addressed  by  his  usual  predicates.  Military 
salutes  must  be  paid  to  him,  and  the  like. 

(2)  As  his  person  is  sacrosanct,  his  home  State 
has  a  right  to  insist  that  he  be  afforded  special 
protection  as  regards  personal  safety,  the  mainte- 
nance of  personal  dignity,  and  the  unrestramed 
intercourse  with  his  Government  at  home.  Every 
offence  against  him  must  be  visited  with  specially 
severe  penalties.  On  the  other  hand,  he  must  be 
exempt  from  every  kind  of  criminal  jurisdiction. 
The  wife  of  a  Sovereign  must  be  afforded  the  same 
protection  and  exemption. 

(3)  He  must  be  granted  so-called  exterritoriaUty 
conformably  with  the  principle :  "  Par  in  parem  non 
habet  imperium^^  according  to  which  one  Sovereign 
cannot  have  any  power  over  another  Sovereign.  He 
must,  therefore,  in  every  point  be  exempt  from 
taxation,  rating,  and  every  fiscal  regulation,  and 
likewise  from  civil  jurisdiction,  except  when  he 
himself  is  the  plaintiff.^  The  house  where  he  has 
taken  his  residence  must  enjoy  the  same  exterritori- 
ality as  the  official  residence  of  an  ambassador ;  no 
policeman  or  other  official  must  be  allowed  to  enter 

^  See   PhiUimore,  II.  $113  a,    which  foreign  Sovereigns  appeared 
where    several    caees    tried    by    as  plaintiffs. 
English  Courts  are  discussed^  in 
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it  without  his  penmssion.     Even  if  a  criminal  takes 
refuge  in  such  residence,  the  police  must  be  pre- 
vented from  entering  it,  although,  if  the  criminal's 
surrender  is  deliberately  refused,   the  Government 
may  request  the  recalcitrant  Sovereign  to  leave  the 
country  and  then  arrest  the  criminal.    If  a  foreign 
Sovereign  has  property  in  a  foreign  country,  such 
property  is  under  the  latter's  jurisdiction.     But  as 
soon  as  such  Sovereign  takes  his  residence  on  the 
property,  it  must  become  exterritorial  for  the  time 
being.    Further,  a  Sovereign  staying  in  a  foreign 
country  must  be  allowed  to  perform   all  his  own 
governmental  acts   and  functions,  except  when  his 
country  is  at  war  with  a  third  State  and  the  State  in 
which  he  is  staying  remains  neutral.    And,  lastly,  a 
Sovereign  must  be  allowed,  within  the  same  limits  as 
at  home,  to  exercise  civil  jurisdiction  over  the  mem- 
bers of  his  retinue.     In  former  times  even  criminal 
jurisdiction  over  the  members  of  his  suite  was  very 
often  claimed  and  conceded,  but  this  is  now  anti- 
quated.^     The  wife  of  a  Sovereign  must  likewise  be 
granted  exterritoriality,  but  not  other  members  of  a 
Sovereign's  family.^ 

However,  exterritoriality  is  in  the  case  of  a  foreign 
Sovereign,  as  in  any  other  case,  a  fiction  only,  which 
is  kept  up  for  certain  purposes  within  certain  limits. 
Should  a  Sovereign  during  his  stay  within  a  foreign 
State  abuse  his  privileges,  such  State  is  not  obhged 
to  bear  such  abuse  tacitly  and  quietly,  but  can 
request  him  to  leave  the  coimtry.     And  when  a 

« 

^  A  celebrated  case  bappened  her  bodyguard, 
in  1657  in  France,  when  Christina,        'See    Bivier,  I.  p.   421,   and 

Qneen  of  Sweden,  although  she  Blnnteohli,  $  154;  but,  aooording 

had  already  abdicated,  sentenced  to  Bluntschli,  exterritoriality  need 

her  chamberlain,  Monaldeschi,  to  not  in  strict  law  be  granted  even 

death,  and  had  him  executed  by  to  the  wife  of  a  Sovereign. 
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foreign  Sovereign  commits  acts  of  violence  or  such 
acts  as  endanger  the  internal  or  external  safety  of 
the  State,  the  latter  can  put  him  under  restraint 
to  prevent  further  acts  of  the  same  kind,  but  must 
at  the  same  time  bring  him  as  speedily  as  possible 
to  the  frontier. 
The  §  349*  ^6  position  of  the  individuals  who  accom- 

MoB^hi  P*^y  *  monarch  during  his  stay  abroad  is  a  matter 
abroftd.  of  dispute.  Some  publicists  maintain  that  the 
home  State  can  claim  the  privilege  of  exterritoriality 
as  well  for  the  members  of  his  suite  as  for  the 
Sovereign  himself,  but  others  deny  this.*  I  believe  that 
the  opinion  of  the  former  is  correct,  since  I  cannot  see 
any  reason  why  a  Sovereign  abroad  should  as  regards 
the  members  of  his  suite  be  in  an  inferior  position  to 
a  diplomatic  envoy .^ 
Monaroha  §  35^'  Hitherto  the  case  only  has  been  treated 
trftYeiiing  where  a  monarch  is  staying  in  a  foreign  country  with 
the  official  knowledge  of  the  latter's  Gbvemment. 
Such  knowledge  may  be  held  in  the  case  of  a 
monarch  travelling  incognito,  and  he  enjoys  then  the 
same  privileges  as  if  travelling  not  incognito.  The 
only  difference  is  that  many  ceremonial  observances, 
which  are  due  to  a  monarch,  are  not  rendered  to  him 
when  travelling  incognito.  But  the  case  may  happen 
that  a  monarch  is  travelling  in  a  foreign  country 
incognito  without  the  latter's  Government  having  the 
slightest  knowledge  thereof.  Such  monarch  cannot 
then  of  course  be  treated  otherwise  than  as  any  other 
foreign  individual,  but  he  can  at  any  time  make 
known  his  real  character  and  assume  the  privileges 
due  to  him.  Thus  the  late  King  William  of  Holland, 
when  travelling  incognito  in  Switzerland  in  1873,  was 

^  Sm  BlnntBohli,  $   154,  and  Hall,  §  49,  io    oontradistinotion  to 
Martens,  I.  §  83. 

^  See  below,  $$  401-405. 
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condemned  to  a  fine  for  some  slight  contravention, 
but  the  sentence  was  not  carried  out,  as  he  gave  up 
his  incognito. 

§  351.  All  privileges  mentioned  must  be  granted  to  Deposed 
a  monarch  only  as  long  as  he  is  really  the  head  of  a  oated 
State.     As  soon  as  he  is  deposed  or  has  abdicated,  Monarohg. 
he  is  no  longer  a  Sovereign.    Therefore  in  1870  and 
1872  the  French  Courts  permitted,  because  she  was 
deposed,  a  civil  action  against  Queen  Isabella  of  Spain, 
then  living  in  Paris,  for  money  due  to  the  plaintiffs. 
Nothing,  of  course,  prevents  the  Municipal  Law  of 
a  State  from  granting  the  same  privileges  to  a  foreign 
deposed    or    abdicated    monarch  as    to    a  foreign 
Sovereign,  but  the  Law  of  Nations  does  not  exact 
any  such  courtesy. 

§  352.  All  privileges  due  to  a  monarch  are  also  due  Begents. 
to  a  Begent,  at  home  or  abroad,  whilst  he  governs  on 
behalf  of  an  infant,  or  of  a  King  who  is  through  illness 
incapable  of  exercising  his  powers.  And  it  matters 
not  whether  such  Begent  is  a  member  of  the  King's 
family  and  a  Prince  of  royal  blood  or  not. 

§  353-  When  a  monarch  accepts  any  office  in  a  Monanhfl 
foreign  State,  when  he   serves,  for  instance,  in  a  Mmoeor 
foreign  army,  as  the  monarchs  of  the  small  German  J^*'^  °' 
States  have  formerly  frequently  done,  he  submits  to  Powm. 
such  State  as  far  as  the  duties  of  the  office  are  con- 
cerned, and  his  home  State  cannot  claim  any  privi- 
leges for  him  that  otherwise  would  be  due  to  him. 

When  a  monarch  is  at  the  same  time  a  subject  of 
another  State,  distinction  must  be  made  between  his 
acts  as  a  Sovereign  on  the  one  hand  and  his  acts  as 
a  subject  on  the  other.  For  the  latter,  the  State 
whose  subject  he  is  has  jurisdiction  over  him,  but 
not  for  the  former.  Thus,  in  1 836,  the  Duke  of 
Cumberland  became    King  of  Hanover,  but  at  the 
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same  time  he  was  bjr  hereditary  title  an  English 
Peer  and  therefore  an  Engliah'  subject.  And  in 
18449  in  the  caae  Duke  of  Bmnswidt  v.  King  of 
Hanover y  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  held  that  the  King 
of  Hanover  was  liable  to  be  sued  in  the  Courts  of 
England  in  respect  of  any  acts  done  by  him  as  an 
EDghsh  subject.^ 


m 
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BhmtMhli,  S  i34^S«oerii  in  HollModarfl;  IL  p.  661— Ulliiiaimt  $  32— 
Biyier,  I.  $  33— Martow,  L  $  8a 

JlJJ^jJjJJ*  §354-  T^  contradistinction  to  monarchies,  in  re- 
roigDf.  publics  the  people  itself,  and  not  a  single  individual, 
appears  as  the  representative  of  the  sovereignty  of 
the  State,  and  accordingly  the  people  styles  itself  the 
Sovereign  of  the  State.  And  it  will  be  remembered 
that  the  head  of  a  republic  may  consist  of  a  body  of 
individuals,  such  as  the  Bundesrath  in  Switzerland. 
But  in  case  the  head  is  a  President,  as  in  France  and 
the  United  States  of  America,  such  President  repre- 
sents the  State,  at  least  in  the  totality  of  its  inter- 
national relations.  He  is,  however,  not  a  Sovereign, 
but  a  citizen  and  subject  of  the  very  State  whose 
head  he  is  as  President. 
omM?.  §355-  Consequently,  his  position  at  home  and 
d^ti  m  abroad  cannot  be  compared  with  that  of  monarchs, 
and  International  Law  does  not  empower  his  home 
State  to  claim  for  him  the  same,  but  only  similar, 
consideration  as  that  due  to  a  monarch.  Neither  at 
home  nor  abroad,  therefore,  does  a  president  of- a 

1  See  Phillimore,  II.  $  109. 
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republic  appear  as  a  peer  of  monarchs.  Whereas 
all  monarchs  are  in  the  style  of  the  Court  phraseology 
considered  as  though  they  were  members  of  the 
same  family,  and  therefore  address  each  other  in 
letters  as  '^  my  brother/'  a  president  of  a  republic  is 
usually  addressed  in  letters  from  monarchs  as  ''  my 
friend."  His  home  State  can  certainly  at  home  and 
abroad  claim  such  honours  for  him  as  are  due  to  its 
dignity,  but  no  such  honours  as  must  be  granted  to  a 
Sovereign  monarch. 

§356.  As  to  the  position  of  a  president  when  Position 
abroad,  writers  on  the  Law  of  Nations  do  not  agree.  dentT"* 
Some^  maintain  that,  since  a  president  is  not  a  •*>«»d- 
Sovereign,  his  home  State  can  never  claim  for  him 
the  same  privileges  as  for  a  monarch,  and  especially 
that  of  exterritoriaUty .  Others  ^  make  a  distinction 
whether  a  president  is  staying  abroad  in  his  official 
capacity  as  head  of  a  State  or  for  his  private  purposes, 
and  they  maintain  that  his  home  State  could  only  in 
the  first  case  claim  exterritoriality  for  him.  Others  ^ 
again  will  not  admit  any  difierence  in  the  position 
of  a  president  abroad  from  that  of  a  monarch  abroad. 
How  the  States  themselves  think  as  regards  the 
position  of  the  exterritoriality  of  presidents  of  re- 
publics abroad  cannot  be  ascertained,  since  to  my 
knowledge  no  case  has  hitherto  occurred  in  prac- 
tice from  which  a  conclusion  may  be  drawn.  But 
practice  seems  to  have  settled  the  question  of  cere- 
monial honours  due  to  a  president  officially  abroad ; 
they  are  such  as  correspond  to  the  rank  of  his  home 
State,  and  not  such  as  are  due  to  a  monarch.  As 
regards  exterritoriality,  I  believe  that  future  contin- 

*  Unmann,   $    32  ;  Bivier,    I.        >  Marteni,  I.  $  So ;  BluntBchli, 
p.  423;  Stoerk  in^Holtz«iidorff,  IL    $  134- 

p.  658.  *  Despagneti  No.  254 ;  Bonfils, 

No.  632  ;  HftU,  S  97. 
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gencies  will  create  the  practice  on  the  part  of  the 
States  of  granting  this  privilege  to  presidents  and  mem- 
bers of  their  suite  in  a  similar  way  as  to  monarchs. 
I  cannot  see  that  there  is  any  danger  in  such  a  grant. 
And  nobody  can  deny  that,  if  erterritoriality  is  not 
granted,  all  kinds  of  friction  and  even  conflicts  might 
arise.  Although  not  Sovereigns,  presidents  of  re- 
publics fill  for  the  time  being  a  sublime  office,  and 
the  grant  of  exterritoriality  to  them  is  a  tribute  paid 
to  the  dignity  of  the  States  they  represent. 
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Foreign  Offices 

Hetfter,  $  20i— CtoflEbkeii  in  HoltzeiidoifE;  Ul.  p.  668— Ullmiim,  $  33^ 
Bivier,  I.  §  34— BoofilB,  Nos.  648-^51. 

§  357.  As  a  rule  nowadays  no  head  of  a  State,  be 
he  a  monarch  or  a  president,  negotiates  directly  and 
in  person  with  a  foreign  Power,  although  this  happens 
occasionally.  The  necessary  negotiations  are  regu- 
larly conducted  by  the  Foreign  Office,  an  office  which 
since  the  Westphalian  Peace  has  been  in  existence 
in  every  civilised  State.  The  chief  of  this  office, 
the  Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs,  who  is  a  Cabinet 
Minister,  directs  the  foreign  affairs  of  the  State  in 
the  name  of  the  head  and  with  the  latter's  consent ; 
he  is  the  middleman  between  the  head  of  the  State 
and  other  States.  And  although  many  a  head  of 
a  State  directs  in  fact  all  the  foreign  affairs  himself, 
the  Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs  is  nevertheless  the 
person  through  whose  hands  all  transactions  must 
pass.  Now,  as  regards  the  position  of  such  Foreign 
Secretary  at  home,  it  is  the  Municipal  Law  of  a 
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State  which  regulates  this.  International  Law  defines 
his  position  regarding  international  intercourse  with 
other  States.  He  is  the  chief  over  all  the  ambassadors 
of  the  State,  over  its  consuls,  and  over  its  other  agents 
in  matters  international.  It  is  he  who  either  in 
person  or  through  the  envoys  of  his  State  approaches 
foreign  States  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  matters 
international.  And  again  it  is  he  whom  foreign 
States  through  their  Foreign  Secretaries  or  their 
envoys  approach  for  the  like  purpose.  He  is  present 
when  Ministers  hand  in  their  credentials  to  the  head 
of  the  State.  All  documents  of  importance  regarding 
foreign  matters  are  signed  by  him  or  his  substitute, 
the  Under-Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs.  It  is,  there- 
fore, usual  to  notify  the  appointment  of  a  new 
Foreign  Secretary  of  a  State  to  such  foreign  States  as 
are  represented  within  its  boundaries  by  diplomatic 
envoys ;  the  new  Foreign  Secretary  himself  makes 
this  notification. 


CHAPTER  n 

DIPLOMATIO  EKYOTB 
I 

The  Institution  of  Legation 

FfaaDimoxe,  n.  $S  143-153— Taylor.  S  274-'Twii8,  $  i99-<}eflbken  in 
Bjoiktimdorttt  UL  pp.  605-618— Rivier,  L  $  35— Ulkaann,  S  34— 
Marteng,  H.  $  6~Oentills,  «'De  legatbnilnu  libri  IIL"  (1585)- 
Wioqaefoirt,  *' L' AmbaMadenr  et  set  fonetions"  (1680)— Bynken- 
hoek,  "De  loro  legatomm*'  (i72i)~Gaiden,  ''Traits  eomplet  de 
diplomatie"  (3  volt.  1 833)— Minis,  ''Dm  Enroplisoke  Getandtschaftt- 
recht"  (2  vols.  1847)— Charles  de  Martens,  *'Le  goide  diploma- 
tique "  (2  vols.  1832 ;  6th  ed.  by  GefGoken,  i866)~Montagne  Bernard, 
*<  Four  Leotores  on  Sal]jeots  oonneoted  with  Diplomacy  "  (1868),  pp. 
1 1 1-162  (5rd  Leotore) — Alt,  **  Handhaeh  des  Enrop&isohen  Gesandt* 
schaftsreohts"  (1870)— Pradier-Fod^r^,  "Goors  de  droit  diploma- 
tiqoe  "  (2  vols.  1881)— Eranske,  "  Die  Entwiokelnng  der  stfindigen 
Diplomatie,'*  etc.  (1885).  Lehr, "  Manuel  thtoriqne  et  pratiqne  des 
agents  diplomatiques  *'  (1888). 

Develop.  §358.  Legation  as  an  institution  for  the  purpose 
S^ttons.  of  negotiating  between  different  States  is  as  old  as 
history,  whose  records  are  full  of  examples  of  legations 
sent  and  received  by  the  oldest  nations.  And  it  is 
remarkable  that  even  in  antiquity,  where  no  such 
law  as  the  modem  International  Law  was  known, 
ambassadors  enjoyed  everywhere  a  special  protection 
and  certain  privileges,  although  not  by  law  but  by 
religion,  ambassadors  being  looked  upon  as  sacrosanct. 
Yet  permanent  legations  were  unknown  till  very  late  in 
the  Middle  Ages.  The  fact  that  the  Popes  had  per- 
manent representatives — so-caUed  apocrisiarii  or 
respanacUea — at  the  Court  of  the  Frankish  Kings  and 
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at  Cionstantinople  until  the  final  separation  of  the 
Eastern  from  the  Western  Church,  ought  not  to  be 
considered  as  the  first  example  of  permanent  lega- 
tions, as  the  task  of  these  papal  representatives  had 
nothing  to  do  with  international  affairs,  but  with 
those  of  the  Church  only.  It  was  not  until  the 
thirteenth  century  that  the  first  permanent  legations 
made  their  appearance.  The  Italian  Bepublics,  and 
Venice  in  especial,  created  the  example  ^  by  keeping 
representatives  stationed  at  one  another's  capitals  for 
the  better  negotiation  of  their  international  affairs. 
And  in  the  fifteenth  century  these  Bepublics  began 
to  keep  permanent  representatives  in  Spain,  Germany, 
France,  and  England.  Other  States  followed  the  ex- 
ample. Special  treaties  were  often  concluded  stipula- 
ting permanent  legations,  such  as  in  1 520,  for  instance, 
between  the  King  of  England  and  the  Emperor  of 
Germany.  From  the  end  of  the  fifteenth  century 
England,  France,  Spain,  and  Germany  kept  up 
permanent  legations  at  one  another's  Courts.  But  it 
was  not  until  the  second  half  of  the  seventeenth 
century  that  permanent  legations  became  a  general 
institution,  the  Powers  following  the  example  of 
France  under  Louis  XIV.  and  Bichelieu.  It  ought 
to  be  specially  mentioned  that  Grotius^  thought 
permanent  legations  to  be  wholy  unnecessary.  The 
course  of  events  has,  however,  shown  that  Grotius's 
views  as  regards  permanent  legations  were  short- 
sighted. Nowadays  the  Family  of  Nations  could  not 
exist  without  them,  as  they  are  the  channel  through 
which  nearly  the  whole,  and  certainly  all  important, 
official  intercourse  of  the  States  flows. 

^  See    Nys,   Les   Origmes   da  rejioi  possnnt,  quae  nunc  in  nsa 

droit  international  (1894),  p.  295.  sunt,  legationes  assiduae,  qnibna 

3  De  jure  belli  ao  paois,  11.  c.  oum   non    sit   opus,   dooet   mos 

28,  $  3 :    "  Optimo    autem    jnre  antiquiiB,  oni  illae  ignoratae.'* 
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i>ipiO'  §  359-  The  rise  of  permanent  legations  created  the 

"*^'  necessity  for  a  new  class  of  State  officials,  the  so- 
called  diplomatists ;  yet  it  was  not  until  the  end  of  the 
eighteenth  century  that  the  terms  '^  diplomatist "  and 
'^  diplomacy  "  came  into  general  use.  And  although 
the  art  of  diplomacy  is  as  old  as  official  intercourse 
between  States,  such  a  special  class  of  officials  as  are 
now  called  diplomatists  did  not  and  could  not  eadst 
until  permanent  legations  had  become  a  general 
institution.  In  this  as  in  other  cases  the  office  has 
created  the  class  of  men  necessary  for  it.  Inter- 
national Law  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  education 
and  general  character  of  these  officials.  Every  State 
is  naturally  competent  to  create  its  own  rules,  if  any, 
as  regards  these  points.  Nor  has  International  Law 
anything  to  do  with  diplomatic  usages,  although  these 
are  more  or  less  of  importance,  as  they  may  occasion- 
ally grow  into  customary  rules  of  International 
Law.  But  I  would  notice  one  of  these  usages — 
namely,  that  as  regards  the  language  which  is  in  use  in 
diplomatic  intercourse.  This  language  was  formerly 
Latin,  but  through  the  political  ascendency  of  France 
under  Louis  XTV.  it  is  now  French.  However, 
this  is  a  usage  of  diplomacy  only,  and  not  a  rule  of 
International  Law.^  Each  State  can  use  its  own 
language  in  all  official  communications  to  other  States, 
and  States  which  have  the  same  language  regularly 
do  so  in  their  intercourse  with  each  other.  But 
between  States  of  different  tongues  and,  further,  at 
Conferences  and  Congresses,  it  is  convenient  to  make 
use  of  a  language  which  is  generally  known.  This  is 
nowadays  French,  but  nothing  could  prevent  diplo- 
matists from  dropping  French  at  any  moment  and 
adopting  another  language  instead. 

^  See  Minis,  Das  Europaische  Gesandtschaftsrecbt,  I.  §§  266-268. 
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Bight  of  Legation 

Ototias,  n.  c  18— Vattol,  IV.  $$  55-68— Hall,  $  98— FhOUmoiw,  11. 
SS  1 15-139— Taylor,  JJ  285-288— Twi»,  5§  201-202— "Wheaton, 
SS  206-209— Blnntoohll,  $$  159-165— Heffter,  $  200— Geffoken  in 
Hdizendorfl;  IIL  pp.  620-631— UUmamii  $  35— Bivier,  L  $  35 
— Bonfils,  Nob.  658-667— F^radier-Foddr^,  IL  Nos.  1 225-1 256— 
Fknre,  11.  Nob.  1112-1117— Calvo,  III.  §S  1 321-1325— Martens, 
IL  $f  7-8. 

^  360.  Bight  of  legation  is  the  right  of  a  State  to  Concep- 
send  and  receive  diplomatic  envoys.  The  right  to  Bight  of 
send  such  envoys  is  termed  active  right  of  legation,  ^«8*^o°- 
in  contradistinction  to  the  passive  right  of  legation, 
as  the  right  to  receive  such  envoys  is  termed.  Some 
writers  ^  on  International  Law  assert  that  no  right 
but  a  mere  competence  to  send  and  receive  diplo- 
matic envoys  exists  according  to  Litemational  Law, 
maintaining  that  no  State  is  bound  by  International 
Law  to  send  or  receive  such  envoys.  But  this  is 
certainly  wrong  in  its  generality.  A  State  is 
obviously  bound  neither  to  send  diplomatic  envoys 
nor  to  receive  permanent  envoys.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  very  existence  ^  of  the  Family  of  Nations 
makes  it  necessary  for  the  members  or  some  of  the 
members  to  negotiate  occasionally  on  certain  points. 
Such  negotiation  would  be  impossible  in  case  one 
member  could  always  and  under  all  circumstances 
refuse  to  receive  an  envoy  firom  the  other  members. 
The  duty  of  every  member  to  listen,  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  to  a  message  from  another  brought  by 
a  diplomatic  envoy  is,  therefore,  an  outcome  of  its 
very  membership  of  the  Family  of  Nations,  and  this 

^  See,  for  inrtance,  Wheaton,  $  207 ;  Heilborn,  System,  p.  182. 
^  See  above,  $  141. 
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duty  corresponds  to  the  right  of  every  member  to 
send  such  envoys.  But  the  exercise  of  the  active 
right  of  legation  is  discretionary.  No  State  need 
send  diplomatic  envoys  at  all,  although  practically 
all  States  do  at  least  occasionally  send  such  envoys, 
and  most  States  send  permanent  envoys  to  many  other 
States.  The  passive  right  of  legation  is  discretionary 
as  regards  the  reception  of  permanent  envoys  only. 

§  361.  Not  every  State,  however,  possesses  the 
right  of  legation.  Such  right  pertains  chiefly  to  full- 
Sovereign  States,^  for  other  States  possess  this  right 
under  certain  conditions  only. 

(i)  Half-Sovereign  States,  such  as  States  under 
the  suzerainty  or  the  protectorate  of  another  State, 
can  as  a  rule  neither  send  nor  receive  diplomatic  en- 
voys. Thus,  Bulgaria  and  Egypt  are  destitute  of  such 
right,  and  the  Powers  are  represented  in  these  States 
only  by  consuls  or  agents  without  diplomatic  character. 
But  there  may  be  exceptions  to  this  rule.  Thus, 
according  to  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Eainardgi  of  1774 
between  Bussia  and  Turkey,  the  two  half-Sovereign 
principalities  of  Moldavia  and  WaUachia  had  the 
right  of  sending  Oharg^  d'Aflaires  to  foreign  Powers. 
Thus,  further,  the  late  South  African  Eepublic, 
which  was  a  State  under  British  suzerainty  in  the 
opinion  of  Great  Britain,  used  to  keep  permanent 
diplomatic  envoys  at  several  foreign  States. 

(2)  Part-Sovereign  member  States  of  a  Federal 
State   may  or  may  not  have  the  right  of  legation 


^  It  shonld  be  emphasised  that 
the  Holy  See,  whicn  is  in  some 
respects  treated  as  though  an 
International  Person,  can  send 
and  receive  envoys,  who  must  in 
every  respect  be  considered  as 
though  tney  were  diplomatic 
envoys.     That  they  are  actually 


not  diplomatic  envoys,  although 
so  treated,  becomes  apparent  from 
the  fact  that  they  are  not  agents 
for  international  affairs  of  States, 
but  exclusively  for  afihirs  of  the 
Boman  Catholic  Church.  (See 
above,  §  106.) 
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besides  the  Federal  State.  It  is  the  constitution  of 
the  Federal  State  which  regulates  this  point.  Thus, 
the  member-States  of  Switzerland  and  of  the  United 
States  of  America  have  no  right  of  legation,  but 
those  of  the  German  Empire  certainly  have.  Bavaria, 
for  example,  sends  and  receives  several  diplomatic 
envoys. 

§  362.  As,  according  to  International  Law,  a  State  Right  of 
is  represented  in  its  international  relations  by  its  bywhom 
head,  it  is  he  who  acts  in  the  exercise  of  his  State's  «»««*8^ 
right  of  legation.     But  Municipal  Law  may,  just  as 
it  designates  the  person  who  is  the  head  of  the  State, 
impose  certain  conditions  and  restrictions  upon  the 
head  as  regards  the  exercise  of  such  right.    And 
the  head  himself  may,  provided  that  it  is  sanctioned 
by    the    Municipal   Law    of   his    State,    delegate^ 
the  exercise  of  such  right  to  any  representative  he 
chooses. 

It  may,  however,  in  consequence  of  revolutionary 
movements,  be  doubtful  who  the  real  head  of  a  State 
is,  and  in  such  cases  it  remains  in  the  discretion  of 
foreign  States  to  make  their  choice.  But  it  is 
impossible  for  foreign  States  to  receive  diplomatic 
envoys  from  both  claimants  to  the  headship  of  the 
same  State,  or  to  send  diplomatic  envoys  to  both  of 
them.  And  as  soon  as  a  State  has  recognised  the 
head  of  a  State  who  came  into  his  position  through 
a  revolution,  it  can  no  longer  keep  up  diplomatic 
relations  with  the  former  head. 

It  should  be  mentioned  that  a  revolutionary  party 
which  is  recognised  as  a  belligerent  Power  has  never- 
theless no  right  of  legation,  although  foreign  States 
may  negotiate  with  such  party  in  an  informal  way 

'  See  Ffaillimore,  II.  $$   126-    eases  of  suoh  delegation  are  dis- 
133,   where    several    interesting    cussed. 
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through  political  agents  without  diplomatic  character, 
to  provide  for  the  temporal  security  of  the  persons 
and  property  of  their  subjects  withhi  the  territoiy 
under  the  actual  sway  of  such  party.  Such  revolu- 
tionary party  as  is  recognised  as  a  belligerent  Power 
is  in  some  points  only  treated  as  though  it  were  a 
subject  of  International  Law ;  but  it  is  not  a  State, 
and  there  is  no  reason  why  International  Law  should 
give  it  the  right  to  send  and  receive  diplomatic 
envoys. 

It  should  further  be  mentioned  that  neither  an 
abdicated  nor  a  deposed  head  has  a  right  to  send 
and  receive  diplomatic  envoys.* 


m 

Kinds  and  Classes  of  Diplomatic  Envoys 

Vftttel,  IV.  S  69-75— P^^aiimore,  IL  ${  21 1-224— Twias,  L  $5  204-209— 
Heflter,  $  3o8— Geffoken  in  Holtzendorff,  III.  pp.  635-646— Calvo, 
in.  SS  1326-1336— Bonfils,  Nob.  66S-676— Piradier-Fod^r^,  III. 
SS  1277-1390— Bivier,  I.  pp.  443-453. 

Envoys  §363.  Two  diflferent  kinds  of  diplomatic  envoys 

moDiai  are  to  be  distinguished — namely,  such  as  are  sent  for 
•ndPoUti-  political  negotiations  and  such  as  are  sent  for  the 
purpose  of  ceremonial  function  or  notification  of 
changes  in  the  headship.  For  States  very  often  send 
special  envoys  to  one  another  on  occasion  of  corona- 
tions, weddings,  funerals,  jubilees,  and  the  like ;  and 
it  is  also  usual  to  send  envoys  to  announce  a  fresh 
accession  to  the  throne.  Such  envoys  ceremonial 
have  the  same  standing  as  envoys  political  for  real 

1  See  Phillimorei  11.  {{  124-    Bees,  ambassador  of  Mary  Queen 
125,  where  the  case  of  Bishop    of  ScotSi  is  discussed. 
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State  negotiations.  Among  the  envoys  political^ 
again,  two  kinds  are  to  be  distinguished — ^namely, 
first,  such  as  are  permanently  or  temporarily  ac- 
credited to  a  State  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating 
with  such  State,  and,  second,  such  as  are  sent  to 
represent  the  sending  State  at  a  Congress  or  Con- 
ference. The  latter  are  not,  or  need  not  be,  accre- 
dited to  the  State  on  whose  territory  the  Congress 
or  Conference  takes  place,  but  they  are  nevertheless 
diplomatic  envoys  and  enjoy  all  the  privileges  of 
such  envoys  as  regards  exterritoriality  and  the  like 
which  concern  the  inviolability  and  safety  of  their 
persons  and  the  members  of  their  suites. 

§364.  Diplomatic  envoys  accredited  to  a  State  ciwaesof 
differ  in  class.  These  classes  did  not  exist  in  the  j^^ 
early  stages  of  International  Law.  But  during  the  ^^<>y"- 
sixteenth  century  a  distinction  between  two  classes  of 
diplomatic  envoys  gradually  arose,  and  at  about  the 
middle  of  the  seventeenth  century,  after  permanent 
legations  had  come  into  general  vogue,  two  such 
classes  became  generally  recognised — ^namely,  extra- 
ordinary envoys,  called  Ambassadors,  and  ordinary 
envoys,  called  Besidents ;  Ambassadors  being  received 
with  higher  honours  and  taking  precedence  of  the 
other  envoys.  Disputes  arose  frequently  regarding 
precedence,  and  the  States  tried  in  vain  to  avoid  them 
by  introducing  during  the  eighteenth  century  another 
class — namely,  the  so-called  Ministers  Plenipotentiary. 
At  last  the  Powers  assembled  at  the  Vienna  Congress 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  matter  ought  to  be 
settled  by  an  international  understanding,  and  they 
agreed,  therefore,  on  March  19,  18 15,  upon  the 
establishment  of  three  different  classes — ^namely,  first. 
Ambassadors ;  second.  Ministers  Plenipotentiary  and 
Envoys  Extraordinary ;  third,  Charg&  d' Affaires.   And 
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the  five  Powers  assembled  at  the  Congress  of  Aix4a- 
Chapelle  in  1 8 1 8  agreed  upon  a  fourth  class — namely. 
Ministers  Besident,  to  rank  between  Ministers  Plenipo- 
tentiary and  Charges  d'AiSaires.  All  the  other  States 
either  expressly  or  tacitly  accepted  these  arrange- 
ments, so  that  nowadays  the  four  classes  are  an  esta- 
blished order.  Although  their  privileges  are  materially 
the  same,  they  differ  in  rank  and  honours,  and  they 
must  therefore  be  treated  separately. 
Ambas-  §3^5-   Ambassadors  form  the  first   class.     Only 

■^®"-      States  enjoying  royal  honours  ^  are  entitled  to  send  and 
to  receive  Ambassadors,  as  also  is  the  Holy  See,  whose 
first-class  envoys  are  called  Nuncios^  or  Legati  a  latere 
or  de  latere.  Ambassadors  are  considered  to  be  personal 
representatives  of  the  heads  of  their  States  and  enjoy 
for  this  reason  special  honours.     Their  chief  privilege 
— namely,  that  of  negotiating  with  the  head  of  the 
State  personally — has,  however,  little  value  nowa- 
days, as  almost  all  the  States  have  constitutional 
government  to  a   certain  extent,  which  necessitates 
that  all  the  important  business  should  go  through 
the  hands  of  a  Foreign  Secretary. 
Ministers        §  366.  The  secoud  class,  the  Ministers  Plenipoten- 
teSS^"     tiary  and  Envoys  Extraordinary,  to  which  also  belong 
Envoys      ^^  Papal  lutemuncios,  are  not   considered  to  be 
Extra-       personal  representatives  of  the  heads  of  their  States, 
nary,    ^jj^j^gf^j.^  ^^y  ^^  j^^^  enjoy  all  the  special  honours 

of  the  Ambassadors,  and  have  not  the  privilege  of 
treating  with  the  head  of  the  State  personally.  But 
otherwise  there  is  no  difference  between  these  two 
classes. 
Ministers  §  367.  The  third  class,  the  Ministers  Besident, 
enjoy  fewer  honours  and  rank  below  the  Ministers 
Plenipotentiary.     But  beyond  the  fact  that  Ministers 

^  See  above,  §  117,  No.  i. 
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Besident  do  not  enjoy  the  title  "  Excellency,"  there 
is  no  difference  between  them  and  the  Ministers 
Plenipotentiary. 

§  368.  The  fourth  class,  the  Charges  d' Affaires,  charg^ 
differs  chiefly  in  one  point  from  the  first,  second,  and  '^^^ 
third  class — ^namely,  in  so  far  as  its  members  are 
accredited  from  Foreign  Oflfice  to  Foreign  Office, 
whereas  the  members  of  the  other  classes  are  ac- 
credited from  head  of  State  to  head  of  State.  The 
Charges  d'Affaires  enjoy,  therefore,  much  less  honours 
than  the  other  diplomatic  envoys.  It  must  be 
specially  mentioned  that  a  distinction  is  made  be- 
tween a  Charg^  d' Affaires  and  a  Charg^  des  Affaires. 
The  latter  is  a  member  of  a  legation  whom  the  head 
of  the  legation  delegates  for  the  purpose  of  taking  his 
place  during  his  absence  on  leave.  Such  a  ChargS 
des  Affaires  ranks  below  the  Charges  d' Affaires. 

§  369.  All  the  Diplomatic  Envoys  accredited  to  Tiie  Di- 
the  same  State  form,  according  to  a  diplomatic  corps, 
usage,  a  body  which  is  styled  the  "Diplomatic 
Corps."  The  head  of  this  body,  the  so-called 
"  Doyen,"  is  the  Papal  Nuncio,  or,  in  case  there  is  no 
Nuncio  accredited,  the  oldest  Ambassador,  or,  failing 
Ambassadors,  the  oldest  Minister  Plenipotentiary, 
and  so  on.  As  the  Diplomatic  Corps  is  not  a  body 
legally  constituted,  it  performs  no  legal  functions, 
but  it  is  nevertheless  of  great  importance,  as  it 
watches  over  the  privileges  and  honours  due  to 
diplomatic  envoys. 
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Appointment  op  Diplomatic  Envoys 

Vattel,  IV.  55  76-77— Phillimore,  11. 55  227-23 i—Twiss,  I.  55  212-214 
— UUmann,  5  38— Calvo,  HI.  55  1 343-1 345— Bonfils,  Nos.  677- 
680— Wheaton,  55  217-220. 

§  370.  International  Law  has  no  rules  as  re- 
gards the  qualification  of  the  individuals  whom  a 
State  can  appoint  as  diplomatic  envoys,  the  States 
being  naturally  competent  to  act  according  to  discre- 
tion, although  of  course  there  are  many  qualifications 
a  diplomatic  envoy  must  possess  to  fill  his  office 
successfully.  The  Municipal  Laws  of  many  States 
comprise,  therefore,  many  details  as  regards  the 
knowledge  and  training  which  a  candidate  for  a  per- 
manent diplomatic  post  must  possess,  whereas  re- 
garding envoys  ceremonial  even  the  Municipal  Laws 
have  no  provisions  at  all.  The  question  is  sometimes 
discussed  whether  females^  might  be  appointed 
envoys.  History  relates  a  few  cases  of  female  diplo- 
matists. Thus,  for  example,  Louis  XIV.  of  Prance 
accredited  in  1 646  Madame  de  Gu^briant  ambassador 
to  the  Court  of  Poland.  During  the  last  two  centuries, 
however,  no  such  case  has  to  my  knowledge  occurred, 
although  I  doubt  not  that  International  Law  does  not 
prevent  a  State  from  sending  a  female  as  diplomatic 
envoy.  But  under  the  present  circumstances  many 
States  would  refuse  to  receive  her. 

§  371.  The  appointment  of  an  individual  as  a  diplo- 
matic envoy  is  announced  to  the  State  to  which  he  is 
accredited  in  certain  official  papers  to  be  handed 
in  by  the  envoy  to  the  receiving  State.     Letter  of 


^  See  MiroBi  Das  enrop&ische  Gesandtschaftsrecht,  I.  55  127-128, 
and  Phillimoxe,  11.  5  i34- 
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Credence  is  the  designation  of  the  document  in  which 
the  head  of  the  State  accredits  a  permanent  ambas- 
sador or  minister  to  a  foreign  State.  Every  such 
envoy  receives  a  sealed  Letter  of  Credence  and  an 
open  copy.  As  soon  as  the  envoy  has  arrived  at 
the  place  of  his  designation,  he  sends  the  copy  to 
the  Foreign  Office  to  make  his  arrival  officially  known. 
The  sealed  original,  however,  is  handed  in  personally 
by  the  envoy  to  the  head  of  the  State  to  whom  he 
is  accredited.  Charg^  d^Affaires  receive  a  Letter  of 
Credence  too,  but  as  they  are  accredited  from  Foreign 
Office  to  Foreign  Office,  their  Letter  of  Credence  is 
signed,  not  by  the  head  of  their  home  State,  but  by 
its  Foreign  Office.  Now  a  permanent  diplomatic 
envoy  needs  no  other  empowering  document  in  case 
he  is  not  entrusted  with  any  task  outside  the  limits 
of  the  ordinary  business  of  a  permanent  legation. 
But  in  case  he  is  entrusted  with  any  such  task,  as, 
for  instance,  if  any  special  treaty  or  convention  is  to 
be  negotiated,  he  requires  a  special  empowering 
document — ^namely,  the  so-called  Fidl  Powers  {Pleins 
Pouvoirs).  They  are  given  in  Letters  Patent  signed 
by  the  head  of  the  State,  and  they  are  either  limited 
or  unlimited  Full  Powers,  according  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  case.  Such  diplomatic  envoys  as  are 
sent,  not  to  represent  their  home  State  permanently, 
but  on  an  extraordinary  mission  such  as  representa- 
tion at  a  Congress,  negotiation  of  a  special  treaty, 
and  other  transactions,  receive  Full  Powers  only,  and 
no  Letter  of  Credence.  Every  permanent  or  other 
diplomatic  envoy  is  also  furnished  with  so-called  In- 
structions for  the  guidance  of  his  conduct  as  regards 
the  objects  of  his  mission.  But  such  Listructions  are 
a  matter  between  the  Envoy  and  his  home  State 
exclusively,  and  they  have  therefore,  although  they 
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may  otherwise  be  very  important,  no  importance  for 
International  Law.  Every  permanent  diplomatic 
envoy  receives,  lastly.  Passports  for  himself  and  his 
suite  specially  made  out  by  the  Foreign  Office. 
These  Passports  the  envoy  after  his  arrival  deposits 
at  the  Foreign  Office  of  the  State  to  which  he  is 
accredited,  where  they  remain  until  he  himself 
asks  for  them  because  he  desires  to  leave  Ms  post, 
or  until  they  are  returned  to  him  on  his  dismissal. 
Combined  §  37 2-  As  a  rule,  a  State  appoints  different  indi- 
Legations.  yi(j|;ials  as  permanent  diplomatic  envoys  to  different 
States,  but  sometimes  a  State  appoints  the  same  indi- 
vidual as  permanent  diplomatic  envoy  to  several 
States.  As  a  rule,  further,  a  diplomatic  envoy 
represents  one  State  only.  But  occasionally  several 
States  appoint  the  same  individual  as  their  envoy, 
so  that  one  envoy  represents  several  States. 
Appoint-  §  373.  In  former  times  States  used  frequently  *  to 
sewid'  appoint  more  than  one  permanent  diplomatic  envoy 
Envoys,  ag  their  representative  in  a  foreign  State.  Although 
this  would  hardly  occur  nowadays,  there  is  no  rule 
against  such  a  possibility.  And  even  now  it  happens 
frequently  that  States  appoint  several  envoys  for 
the  purpose  of  representing  them  at  Congresses  and 
Conferences.  In  such  cases  one  of  the  several  envoys  is 
appointed  senior,  to  whom  the  others  are  subordinate. 

^  See  Mime,  1.  0. 1.  $$  117-119 
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V 

Eecbption  of  Diplomatic  Envoys 

Vattel,  IV.  SS  65-67— HaU,  5  98— Phillimore,  H.  ff  i33-i39-Twi8B,  I. 
JJ  202-203— Taylor,  55  285-290— Martens,  II.  5  8— Oalvo,  III. 
$5  1353-135^— P3»dier-Fod^4,  III.  55  1253-1260— Piore,  11. 
Nob.  1118-1120— Bivier,  I.  pp.  455-457. 

§374.  Every  member  of  the  Family  of  Nations  Duty  to 
that  possesses  the  passive  right  of  legation  is  under  ^Jf 
ordinary  circumstances  boimd  to  receive  diplomatic  ™**^^ 
envoys  accredited  to  itself  from  other  States  for  the 
purpose  of  negotiation.   But  the  duty  extends  neither 
to  the  reception  of  permanent  envoys  nor   to  the 
reception  of  temporary  envoys   under  all  circum- 
stances. 

(i)  As  regards  permanent  envoys,  it  is  a  generally 
recognised  fact  that  a  State  is  as  little  bound  to 
receive  them  as  it  is  to  send  them.  Practically, 
however,  every  full-Sovereign  State  which  desires 
its  voice  to  be  heard  among  the  States  receives  and 
sends  permanent  envoys,  as  without  such  it  would, 
under  present  circumstances,  be  impossible  for  a 
State  to  have  any  influence  whatever  in  interna- 
tional affairs.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  Switzerland, 
which  in  former  times  abstained  entirely  from  send- 
ing permanent  envoys,  has  abandoned  her  former 
practice  and  nowadays  sends  and  receives  several. 
The  insignificant  Principality  of  Lichtenstein  is,  as 
far  as  I  know,  the  only  full-Sovereign  State  which 
neither  sends  nor  receives  one  single  permanent 
legation. 

But  a  State  may  receive  a  permanent  legation  frt)m 
one  State  and  refuse  to  do  so  from  another.  Thus, 
the  Protestant  States  never  received  a  permanent 
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legation  from  the  Popes,  even  when  the  latter  were 
heads  of  a  State,  and  they  still  observe  this  role, 
although  one  or  another  of  them,  such  as  Prussia 
for  example,  keeps  a  permanent  l^ation  at  the 
Vatican. 

(2)  As  regards  temporary  envoys,  it  is  likewise  a 
generally  recognised  fact  among  those  writers  who 
assert  the  duty  of  a  State  to  receive  under  ordinary 
circumstances  temporary  envoys  that  there  are  ex- 
ceptions to  that  rule.  Thus,  for  example,  a  State 
which  knows  beforehand  the  object  of  a  mission 
and  does  not  wish  to  negotiate  thereon  can 
refuse  to  receive  the  mission.  Thus,  further,  a  bel- 
ligerent can  refuse  ^  to  receive  a  legation  from  the 
other  belligerent,  as  war  involves  the  rupture  of  all 
peaceable  relations. 
Bafasai  to  §  375-  But  the  refusal  to  receive  an  envoy  must  not 
JJJJiS  *  be  confounded  with  the  refusal  to  receive  a  certain 
^dnia.  individual  as  envoy.  A  State  may  be  ready  to  receive 
a  permanent  or  temporary  envoy,  but  may  object  to 
the  individual  selected  for  that  purpose.  Inter- 
national Law  gives  no  right  to  a  State  to  insist  upon 
the  reception  of  such  individual  appointed  by  it  as 
diplomatic  envoy.  Every  State  can  refuse  to  receive 
as  envoy  a  person  objectionable  to  itself.  And  a 
State  refusing  an  individual  envoy  is  neither  compelled 
to  specify  what  kind  of  objection  it  has,  nor  to  justify 
its  objection.  Thus,  for  example,  most  States  refuse 
to  receive  one  of  their  own  subjects  as  an  envoy 
from    a    foreign    State.^      Thus,  again,  the    King 

^  But    ihii   is   not    generally  grant  him  all  the  privUegee  of 

reoognised.    See  Vattel,  IV.  $  67 ;  each  envoys,  indadingexteirritori- 

PhilDmore,  II.  S  i33 ;  and  Pradier-  ality.    See  Mcusarimey  v.  OarbuUt 

Fod^r^,  III.  No.  1255.  L.B.,  24  Q.B.D.,  368.  Artiole  1$  of 

'  In  case  a  State  receives  one  the  B^lement  snr  les  Immnmt^s 

of  its  own  subjects  as  diplomatic  Diplomatiques,  adopted  in  1895 

envoy  of  a  foreign  State,  it  has  to  by  the  Institute  of  International 


RECEPTION  OF  DIPLOMATIC  ENVOYS  43 1 

of  Hanover  refused  in  1847  to  receive  a  minister 
appointed  by  Prussia,  because  the  individual  was  of 
the  Soman  Catholic  faith.  Italy  refused  in  1885  to 
receive  Mr.  Keiley  as  ambassador  of  the  United  States 
of  America  because  he  had  in  1871  protested  against 
the  annexation  of  the  Papal  States.  And  when  the 
United  States  sent  the  same  gentleman  as  ambassador 
to  Austria,  the  latter  refused  him  reception  on  the 
ground  that  his  wife  was  said  to  be  a  Jewess.  Al- 
though, as  is  apparent  from  these  examples,  no 
State  has  a  right  to  insist  upon  the  reception  of  a 
certain  individual  as  envoy,  in  practice  States  are 
often  offended  when  reception  is  refused.  Thus, 
in  1832  England  did  not  cancel  for  three  years  the 
appointment  of  Sir  Stratford  Canning  as  ambassador 
to  Russia,  although  the  latter  refused  reception,  and 
the  post  was  practically  vacant.  In  1885,  when,  as 
above  mentioned,  Austria  refused  reception  to  a 
certain  ambassador  of  the  United  States,  the  latter 
did  not  appoint  another,  although  the  rejected  indi- 
vidual resigned,  and  the  legation  was  for  several 
years  left  to  the  care  of  a  Charge  d' Affaires.  To 
avoid  such  conflicts  it  is  the  good  practice  of  many 
States  never  to  appoint  an  individual  as  envoy  without 
having  ascertained  beforehand  whether  the  individual 
would  be  persona  grata.  And  it  is  a  customary  rule 
of  International  Law  that  a  State  which  does  not 
object  to  the  appointment  of  a  certain  individual, 
although  its  opinion  has  been  asked  beforehand,  is 
bound  to  receive  such  individual. 

§  376.  In  case  a  State  does  not  object  to  the  re-  Mode  and 
ception  of  a  person  as  diplomatic  envoy  accredited  to  5^5S^^ 
itself,  his  actual  reception  takes  place  as  soon  as  he  ^^^ 

Law  (see  Annuaire,  XIV.  p.  244),    diction.^  See  Phillimore,  11.  $  135, 
denies,     however,    to    saoh    an    and  Twiss,  I.  {  203. 
individiial  exemption  from  juris- 
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has  arrived  at  the  place  of  his  designation.  But  the 
mode  of  reception  differs  according  to  the  class  the 
envoy  belongs  to.  If  he  be  one  of  the  firsts  second, 
or  tldrd  class,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  head  of  the  State 
to  receive  him  solemnly  in  a  so-called  public  audience 
with  all  the  usual  ceremonies.  For  that  purpose  the 
envoy  sends  a  copy  of  his  credentials  to  the  Foreign 
Office,  which  arranges  a  special  audience  with  the 
head  of  the  State  for  the  envoy,  when  he  delivers 
in  person  his  sealed  credentials.^  If  the  envoy  be  a 
Charg^  d'Affaires  only,  he  is  received  in  audience  by 
the  Secretary  of  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  he  hands 
his  credentials.  Through  the  formal  reception  the 
envoy  becomes  officially  recognised  and  can  officially 
commence  to  exercise  his  functions.  But  such  of  his 
privileges  as  exterritoriality  and  the  like,  which  con- 
cern the  safety  and  inviolability  of  his  person,  he 
must  be  granted  even  before  his  official  reception,  as 
his  character  as  diplomatic  envoy  is  considered  to 
date,  not  from  the  time  of  his  official  reception,  but 
from  the  time  when  his  credentials  were  handed  to 
him  on  leaving  his  home  State,  his  passports  furnishing 
sufficient  proof  of  his  diplomatic  character. 

Beoeption       §  377-  I*  ^^®^  ^®  Specially  observed  that  all  these 
o£  Envoys  details  regarding  the  reception  of  diplomatic  envoys 
gressea      accredited  to  a  State  do  not  apply  to  the  reception 
fewncM.    ^f  envoys  sent  to  represent  different  States  at  a 
Congress  or  Conference.     As  such  envoys  are  not 
accredited  to  the  State  on  whose  territory  the  Con- 
gress or  Conference  takes  place,  such  State  has  no 
competence  to  refuse  the  reception  of  the  appointed 
envoys,  and  no  formal  and  official  reception  of  the 
latter  by  the  head  of  the  State  takes  place.    The 

^  Details  concerning  reception  of  envoys  are  given  by  T¥nBS,  I. 
$215,  and  Kivier,  I.  p.  467. 
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appointing  States  merely  notify  the  appointment  of 
their  envoys  to  the  Foreign  Office  of  the  State  on 
whose  territory  the  transactions  take  place,  the 
envoys  call  upon  the  Foreign  Secretary  after  their 
arrival  to  introduce  themselves,  and  they  are 
courteously  received  by  him.  They  do  not,  however, 
hand  in  to  him  their  Full  Powers,  but  reserve  them 
for  the  first  meeting  of  the  Congress  or  Conference, 
where  they  produce  them  in  exchange  with  one 
another. 


VI 

Functions  of  Diplomatic  Envoys 

BiTier,  I.  5  37— Ullmann,  J  39— Bonfils,  Nos.  681-683— Pradier-Fo- 
ddr£,  III.  SS  1346-1376. 

§378.  A  distinction  must  be  made  between  functions  OnDipio- 
of  permanent  envoys  and  of  envoys  for  temporary  Fimrtione 
purposes.     The  functions  of  the  latter,  who  are  either  ^  «one»L 
envoys    ceremonial    or    such    envoys    political    as 
temporarily  only  are  accredited  for  the  purpose  of 
some  definite  negotiations  or  as  representatives  at 
Congresses  and  Conferences,  are  clearly  demonstrated 
by  the  very  purpose  of  their  appointment.     It  is  the 
functions  of  the  permanent  envoys  which  demand  a 
closer  consideration.    These  regular  functions  may 
be  grouped  together  imder  the  heads  of  negotiation, 
observation,    and    protection.     But    besides    these 
regular  functions  a  diplomatic  envoy  may  be  charged 
with  other  miscellaneous  functions. 

§  379.   A  permanent  ambassador  or  other  envoy  Kegotia- 
represents  his  home  State  in  the  totality  of  its  inter-     ^* 
national  relations  not  only  with  the  State  to  which  he 
is  accredited,  but  also  with  other  States.     He  is  the 
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mouthpiece  of  the  head  of  his  home  State  and  its 
Foreign  Secretary  as  regards  communications  to  be 
made  to  the  State  to  which  he  is  accredited.  He  like- 
wise receives  communications  from  the  latter  and 
reports  them  to  his  home  State.  In  this  way  not 
only  are  international  relations  between  these  two 
States  fostered  and  negotiated  upon,  but  such  inter- 
national affairs  of  other  States  as  are  of  general 
interest  to  all  or  a  part  of  the  members  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  are  also  discussed.  Owing  to  the  fact  that 
all  the  more  important  Powers  keep  permanent  lega- 
tions accredited  to  one  another,  a  constant  exchange 
of  views  in  regard  to  affairs  international  is  taking 
place  between  them. 

observa-  §  380.  But  thcse  are  not  all  the  functions  of  perma- 
nent diplomatic  envoys.  Their  task  is,  further,  to 
observe  attentively  every  occurrence  which  might 
affect  the  interest  of  their  home  States,  and  to 
report  such  observations  to  their  Governments.  It  is 
through  these  reports  that  every  member  of  the 
Family  of  Nations  is  kept  well  informed  in  regard  to 
the  army  and  navy,  the  finances,  the  public  opinion, 
the  commerce  and  industry  of  foreign  countries. 
And  it  must  be  specially  emphasised  that  no  State 
that  receives  diplomatic  envoys  has  a  right  to  prevent 
them  from  exercising  their  function  of  observation. 

Proieo-  §  38 1.  A  third  task  of  diplomatic  envoys  is  the 

protection  of  the  persons,  property,  and  interests  of 
such  subjects  of  their  home  States  as  are  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  State  to  which  they  are  accredited. 
If  such  subjects  are  wronged  without  being  able  to 
find  redress  in  the  ordinary  way  of  justice,  and  ask 
the  help  of  the  diplomatic  envoy  of  their  home  State, 
he  must  be  allowed  to  afford  them  protection.  It  is 
for  the  Municipal  Law  and  regulations  of  his  home 
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State,  and  not  for  International  Law,  to  prescribe  to 
an  envoy  the  limits  within  which  he  has  to  afford 
protection  to  his  compatriots. 

§  382.  Negotiation,  observation,  and  protection  Miscd- 
are  tasks  common  to  all  diplomatic  envoys  of  every  Fonctioiu. 
State.  But  a  State  may  order  its  permanent  envoys 
to  perform  other  tasks,  such  as  the  registration  of 
deaths,  births,  and  marriages  of  subjects  of  the  home 
State,  legaUsation  of  their  signatures,  making  out  of 
passports  for  them,  and  the  like.  But  in  doing  this 
a  State  must  be  careful  not  to  order  its  envoys  to 
perform  such  tasks  as  are  by  the  law  of  the  receiving 
State  exclusively  reserved  to  its  own  officials.  Thus, 
for  instance,  a  State  whose  laws  compel  persons  who 
intend  marriage  to  conclude  it  in  presence  of  its  regis- 
trars, need  not  allow  a  foreign  envoy  to  legalise  a 
marriage  of  compatriots  before  its  registration  by  the 
official  registrar.  So,  too,  a  State  need  not  allow  a 
foreign  envoy  to  perform  an  act  which  is  reserved  for 
its  jurisdiction,  as,  for  instance,  the  examination  of 
witnesses  on  oath. 

§  383.  But  it  must  be  specially  emphasised  that  EnToys 
envoys  must  not  interfere  with  the  internal  political  Siierfere 
life  of  the  State  to  which  they  are  accredited.     It  p^^*^ 
certainly  belongs  to  their  functions  to  watch  the 
political  events    and  the  political    parties  with  a 
vigilant  eye  and  to  report  their  observations  to  their 
home  States.     But  they  have  no  right  whatever  to 
take  part  in  that  political  life  itself,  to  encourage  a 
certain  political  party,  or  to  threaten  another.     If 
nevertheless  they  do  so,  they  abuse  their  position. 
And  it  matters  not  whether  an  envoy  acts  thus  on  his 
own  account  or  on  instructions  from  his  home  State. 
No  strong  self-respecting  State  will  allow  a  foreign 
envoy  to  exercise  such  interference,  but  will  either 
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request  his  home  State  to  recall  him  and  appoint 
another  indiyidnal  in  his  pkce  or,  in  case  hia  inter- 
ference is  very  flagrant,  hand  him  his  passports 
and  therewith  dismiss  him.  History  records  many 
instances  of  this  kind,^  although  in  many  cases  it  is 
doubtfol  whether  the  envoy  concerned  mlly  abnsed 
his  office  for  the  purpose  of  interfering  with  internal 
politics. 


Lftw. 
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ixpio*  §  384.  Diplomatic  envoys  are  just  as  little  sub- 

£^^0  jeets  of  International  Law  as  heads  of  States  are; 
i^itf^^  and  the  arguments  regarding  the  position  of  such 
Mtioofti  heads  ^  must  also  be  applied  to  the  position  of 
diplomatic  envoys,  which  is  given  to  them  by  Inter- 
national Law  not  as  individuals  but  as  representative 
organs  of  their  States.  It  is  derived,  not  from 
personal  rights,  but  from  rights  and  duties  of 
their  home  States  and  the  receiving  States.  All  the 
privileges  which  are  possessed  by  diplomatic  envoys 
according  to  International  Law  are  not  rights  given 
to  them  by  International  Law,  but  rights  given  by 
the  Municipal  Law  of  the  receiving  States  in  com- 
pliance with  an  international  right  of  their  home 
States.  For  International  Law  gives  a  right  to  every 
State  to  demand  for  its  diplomatic  envoys  certain 
privileges  from  the  Municipal  Law  of  a  foreign  State. 
Thus,  a  diplomatic  envoy  is  not  a  subject  but  an 

'  8ee  Hall  (§  98**)  and  Taylor  States  of  Amerioa  for  an  alleged 

({  322)1  who  both  disoass  a  number  interference  in    the  Freddentud 

of  oaies,  especially  that  of  Lord  election. 

Saokville,  who  received  his  pass-  *  See  above,  $  344. 
ports  in   1888  from  the  United 
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object  of  International  Law,  and  in  this  regard  like 
any  other  individual. 

§  385.  Privileges  due  to  diplomatic  envoys,  apart  PrivUegei 
from  ceremonial  honours,  have  reference  to  their  i^^. 
inviolability  and  to  their  so-called  exterritoriality.  ^^^  ^ 
The  reasons  why  these  privileges  must  be  granted 
are  that  diplomatic  envoys  are  representatives  of 
States  and  of  their  dignity,^  and,  farther,  that 
they  could  not  exercise  their  functions  perfectly 
unless  they  enjoyed  such  privileges.  For  it  is 
obvious  that,  were  they  liable  to  ordinary  legal  and 
political  interference  like  other  individuals  and  thus 
more  or  less  dependent  on  the  good-will  of  the 
Government,  they  might  be  influenced  by  personal 
considerations  of  safety  and  comfort  to  such  a  degree 
as  would  materially  hamper  the  exercise  of  their 
functions.  It  is  equally  clear  that  liability  to  inter- 
ference with  their  full  and  free  intercourse  with  their 
home  States  through  letters,  telegrams,  and  couriers 
would  wholly  nullify  their  raison  cTStre.  In  this  case 
it  would  be  impossible  for  them  to  send  independent 
and  secret  reports  to  or  receive  similar  instructions 
from  their  home  States.  From  the  consideration  of 
these  and  various  cognate  reasons  their  privileges 
seem  to  be  inseparable  attributes  of  the  very  existence 
of  diplomatic  envoys.^ 

^  See  above,  $  121.  leges  of  diplomatic  envoys,  and 

*  The  Instiiate  of  International  drafted  a  body  of  seventeen  roles 

Law,   at   its    meeting  at    Cam-  in  regard  thereto.     (See  Annn- 

bridge  in  1895,  disoossed  the  privi-  aire,  XIV.  p.  240.) 
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YMtlf  IV.  ${  80-107— Hall,  SS  50, 98*— FhiUimore,  IL  {{  IS4-I75— 
Twin,  I.  SS  216-217 — Ullmaim,  S  40— Cteffeken  in  HoltMndocHt 
ni.  pp.  648-654-— Bivier,  I.  S  58-~Boiifils,  No*.  684-699— 
Pkadi«r-FodM,  IIL  $S  1382-1393— Kore,  IL  Nob,  1127-1143— 
CalTO,  in.  SS  1480-1498— Martenf,  IL  $  11— Croiuset,  "Dt 
rinviokbilit^  .  .  .  det  agents  diplomaliquM "  (1875). 

Pnieo-  §  386.  Diplomatic  envoys  are  just  as  sacrosanct  as 

toDipio-  heads  of  States.  They  must,  therefore,  on  the  one 
^j^L^  hand,  be  afforded  special  protection  as  regards  the 
safety  of  their  persons,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
must  be  exempted  from  every  kind  of  criminal  juris- 
diction of  the  receiving  States.  Now  the  protection 
due  to  diplomatic  envoys  must  find  its  expression  not 
only  in  the  necessary  police  measures  for  the  preven- 
tion of  offences,  but  also  in  specially  severe  punish- 
ments to  be  inflicted  on  offenders.  Thus,  according  to 
English  Criminal  Law,^  every  one  is  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanour who,  by  force  or  personal  restraint, 
violates  any  privilege  conferred  upon  the  diplomatic 
representatives  of  foreign  countries,  or  who'  sets 
forth  or  prosecutes  or  executes  any  writ  or  process 
whereby  the  person  of  any  diplomatic  representative 
of  a  foreign  country  or  the  person  of  a  servant  of  any 
such  representative  is  arrested  or  imprisoned.  The 
protection  of  diplomatic  envoys  is  not  restricted  to 
their  own  person,  but  must  be  extended  to  the 
members  of  their  family  and  suite,  to  their  official 
residence,  their  furniture,  carriages,  papers,  and 
likewise  to  their  intercourse  with  their  home  States 
by  letters,  telegrams,  and  special  messengers. 

^  Bee  Stephen's  Dicest,  articles  96-97. 
'  7  Anne,  e.  XII.  $$  3-6. 
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§  387.  As  regards  the  exemption  of  diplomatic  Bxemp- 
envoys  from  criminal  jurisdiction,  the  theory  and  crimiiua 
practice  of  International  Law  agree  nowadays  ^  upon  2^f^*" 
the  fact  that  the  receiving  States  have  no  right, 
under  any  circumstances  whatever,  to  prosecute 
and  punish  diplomatic  envoys.  But  the  question 
is  not  settled  among  writers  on  International  Law 
whether  the  commands  and  injimctions  of  the  laws 
of  the  receiving  States  concern  diplomatic  envoys 
at  all,  so  that  the  latter  have  to  comply  with 
such  commands  and  injunctions,  although  the  fact 
is  established  that  they  can  never  be  prosecuted 
and  punished  for  any  breach.^  This  question  ought 
to  be  decided  in  the  negative,  for  a  diplomatic  envoy 
must  in  no  point  be  considered  under  the  legal 
authority  of  the  receiving  State.  But  this  does  not 
mean  that  a  diplomatic  envoy  must  have  a  right  to 
do  what  he  likes.  The  presupposition  of  the  privi- 
leges he  enjoys  is  that  he  acts  and  behaves  in  such 
a  manner  as  harmonises  with  the  internal  order 
of  the  receiving  State.  He  is  therefore  expected 
voluntarily  to  comply  with  all  such  commands  and 
injunctions  of  the  Municipal  Law  as  do  not  restrict 
him  in  the  effective  exercise  of  his  functions.  In 
case  he  acts  and  behaves  otherwise,  and  disturbs 
thereby  the  internal  order  of  the  State,  the  latter 
will  certainly  request  his  recall  or  send  him  back  at 
once. 

HiBtory  records  many  cases  of  diplomatic  envoys 
who  have  conspired  against  the  receiving  States,  but 
have  nevertheless  not  been  prosecuted.  Thus,  in 
1584,  the  Spanish  Ambassador  Mendoza  in  England 

'  In  former  times  there  was  no  eossed  by  Beling,  "  Die  strafiwoht- 

nnanimity  among  publicists.  (See  liohe  Bedentmig  der  Exterritoria- 

Phillimore,  II.  §  154.)  lit&t "  (1896),  pp.  71-^. 

^  The  point  is  tiiorougbly  dis- 
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plotted  to  depose  Queen  Elizabeth ;  he  was  ordered 
to  leave  the  country.  In  1587  the  French  Ambas- 
sador in  England,  L'Aubespine,  conspired  against  the 
life  of  Queen  Elizabeth ;  he  was  simply  warned  not 
to  commit  a  similar  act  again.  In  1654  the  French 
Ambassador  in  England,  De  Bass,  conspired  against 
the  life  of  Cromwell ;  he  was  ordered  to  leave  the 
country  within  twenty-four  hours.^ 
^m^  §  388.  As  diplomatic  envoys  are  sacrosanct,  the 
inyioU-  principle  of  their  inviolability  is  generally  recognised. 
^'  But  there  is  one  exception.  For  if  a  diplomatic  envoy 
commits  an  act  of  violence  which  disturbs  the  inter- 
nal order  of  the  receiving  State  in  such  a  manner  as 
makes  it  necessary  to  put  him  under  restraint  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  similar  acts,  or  in  case  he 
conspires  against  the  receiving  State  and  the  con- 
spiracy can  be  made  futile  only  by  putting  him  under 
restraint,  he  may  be  arrested  for  the  time  being, 
although  he  must  in  due  time  be  safely  sent  home. 
Thus  in  17 17  the  Swedish  Ambassador  Gyllenburg 
in  London,  who  was  an  accomplice  in  a  plot  against 
King  George  I.,  was  arrested  and  his  papers  were 
searched.  In  1 7 1 8  the  Spanish  Ambassador  Prince 
Cellamare  in  France  was  placed  in  custody  be- 
cause he  organised  a  conspiracy  against  the  French 
Government.*  And  it  must  be  emphasised  that  a 
diplomatic  envoy  cannot  make  it  a  point  of  complaint 
if  injured  in  consequence  of  his  own  unjustifiable 
behaviour,  as  for  instance  in  attacking  an  individual 
who  in  self-defence  retaliates,  or  in  unreasonably  or 
wilfully  placing  himself  in  dangerous  or  awkward 
positions,  such  as  in  a  disorderly  crowd.^ 

^  These  and   other   cases   are  are  given  by  Phillhnore,  II.  $$  166 

discussed  by  Phillimore,  II.  $f  i6o~  and  170. 

165.  *  Bee     article  6  of  the  rules 

'  Details  regarding  these  cases  regarding  diplomatic  inuuunities 
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Vattel,  IV.  $$  8o-i  iQ^Hall,  $5  50,  52,  53— Westlake,  I.  pp.  263-273— 
Pliillimore»  II.  {$  176-210— Taylor,  $$  299-315— Twias,  I.  §5  217- 
221— TJUmaxm,  $  40— Gefbken  m  Holtzendorfl;  m.  pp.  654-659— 
Bivier,  L  38— Bonfilt,  No*.  70&-721— Pradier-Fod^6,  III.  Sf  1396- 
1495— Fiore,  H*  Nob.  i i 45-11 63— Calvo,  HL  SI  I499-I53i— 
MarteziB,  II.  $S  12-14— GottBohalek,  '*Die  Exterritorialitftt  der 
Genndton"  (1878)— Heyking,  ''L'extemtoxialit^"  (1889)— Odier, 
"Dm  priTiUget  el  imnninlt^g  das  agente  diplomatiquet  *'  (1890) — 
Veroamer,  *'De8  iranehiBes  diplomatiqueB  eft  Bp^dalement  de 
Pextemtorialit^ "  (1891)— Dtoin,  "  L'exterritorialit^  des  agents 
diplomatiques  "  (1895). 

§  389.  The  exterritoriality  which  must  be  granted  Beaaon 
,  to  diplomatic  envoys  by  the  Municipal  Laws  of  all  5Jn5** 
the  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  is  not,  as  in  ^rSSeiri- 
the  case  of  sovereign  heads  of  States,  based  on  the  tonality. 
principle  par  in  parem  non  habet  imperium^  but  on 
the  necessity  that  envoys  must,  for  the  purpose  of 
fulfilling  their  duties,  be  independent  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion, the  control,  and  the  like  of  the  receiving  States. 
Exterritoriality,  in  this  as  in  every  other  case,  is  a 
fiction  only,  for  diplomatic  envoys  are  in  reality  not 
without,  but  within,  the  territories  of  the  receiving 
States.    The  term  "  Exterritoriality  "  is  nevertheless 
valuable,  because  it  demonstrates  clearly  the  fact 
that  envoys  must  in  most  points  be  treated  as  though 
they  were  not  within  the  territory  of  the  receiving 
States.^    And  the  so-called  exterritoriality  of  envoys 
is  actualised  by  a  body  of  privileges  which  must 
be  severally  discussed. 

'adopted  by  the  Institute  of  Inter-  Droin,  L'ezterritorialit^  des  agents 

national  Law  at  its  meeting  at  diplomati^ues  (1895),  pp.  32-43), 

Oambridge    in    1895    (Annuaire,  aU  publicists  aooept  the  term  and 

XrV.  p.  240).  the  fiction  of  extenitoriality. 
^  With  a  few  exceptions  (see 
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immonitj  §  390.  The  first  of  these  privileges  is  immunity  of 
^£^^'  domicile,  the  so-called  Franchise  de  FhStd.  The 
present  immunity  of  domicile  has  developed  from  the 
former  condition  of  things,  when  the  official  resi- 
dences of  envoys  were  in  every  point  considered  to  be 
outside  the  territory  of  the  receiving  States,  and 
when  this  exterritoriality  was  in  many  cases  even 
extended  to  the  whole  quarter  of  the  town  in  which 
such  a  residence  was  situated.  One  used  then  to 
speak  of  a  Franchise  du  quartier  or  the  Jus  quarte- 
riorum.  And  an  inference  from  this  Franchise  du 
quartier  was  the  so-called  right  of  asylum,  the  envoys 
claiming  the  right  to  grant  asylum  within  the  boun- 
daries of  their  residential  quarters  to  every  individual 
who  took  refuge  there.^  But  already  in  the  seven- 
teenth century  most  States  opposed  this  Franchise  du 
quartier  J  which  totally  disappeared  in  the  eighteenth 
century,  leaving  behind,  however,  the  claim  of  the 
envoys  to  grant  asylum  within  their  official  residences. 
Thus,  when  in  1726  the  Duke  of  Bipperda,  first 
Minister  to  Philip  Y.  of  Spain,  who  was  accused  of 
high  treason  and  had  taken  refuge  in  the  residence 
of  the  English  ambassador  in  Madrid,  was  forcibly 
arrested  there  by  order  of  the  Spanish  Government, 
the  British  Gbvemment  complained  of  this  act  as  a 
violation  of  International  Law.*  Twenty-one  years 
later,  in  1 747,  occurred  a  similar  case  in  Sweden.  A 
merchant  named  Springer  was  accused  of  high  treason 
and  took  refuge  in  the  house  of  the  English  ambas- 
sador at  Stockholm.     On  the  refusal  of  the  English 

^  Although  this  right  of  Mylmn  cetsione  pendet  ejnB  apod  qnem 

was  oertaixily  reoogniied  by  the  agit.  IfltudeniminriBgentiiimnon 

States  in  fonner  oentories,  it  is  of  est."    See  also  JBynkershoek,  De 

interest  to  state  that  Grotins  did  foro  legat.  0.  21. 

not    consider    it   postolated   by  *  See  Martens,  Causes  C^Ubres, 

Intemational  Law,  for  he  says  of  I.  p.  178. 
this  right  (11. 0.  18,  $  8) :  ^  £x  oon- 
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envoy  to  surrender  Springer,  the  Swedish  Govern- 
ment surrounded  the  embassy  with  troops  and  ordered 
the  carriage  of  the  envoy,  when  leaving  the  embassy, 
to  be  followed  by  mounted  soldiers.  At  last  Springer 
was  handed  over  to  the  Swedish  Government  under 
protest,  but  England  complained  and  called  back  her 
ambassador,  as  Sweden  refused  to  make  the  required 
reparation.^  As  these  two  examples  show,  the  right  of 
asylum,  although  claimed  and  often  conceded,  was 
nevertheless  not  universally  recognised.  During  the 
nineteenth  century  all  remains  of  it  vanished,  and 
when  in  1867  the  French  envoy  in  lima  claimed  it, 
the  Peruvian  Government  refused  to  concede  it. 

Nowadays  the  official  residences  of  envoys  are  in 
a  sense  and  for  some  points  only  considered  as 
though  they  were  outside  the  territory  of  the  receiv- 
ing States.  For  the  immunity  of  domicile  granted  to 
diplomatic  envoys  comprises  the  inaccessibility  of 
these  residences  to  the  officers  of  justice,  police, 
revenue,  and  the  like,  of  the  receiving  States  without 
the  special  consent  of  the  respective  envoys.  There- 
fore, no  act  of  jurisdiction  or  administration  of  the 
receiving  Governments  can  take  place  within  these 
r^idences,  except  by  special  permiasion  of  the  envoys. 
And  the  stables  and  carriages  of  the  envoys  are  con- 
sidered to  be  parts  of  their  residences.  But  such 
immunity  of  domicile  is  granted  only  in  so  far  as  it  is 
necessary  for  the  independence  and  inviolability  of 
the  envoys  and  the  inviolability  of  their  official 
documents  and  archives.  If  an  envoy  abuses  this 
immunity,  the  receiving  Government  need  not  bear  it 
passively.  There  is,  therefore,  no  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  receiving  State  to  grant  an  envoy  the 
right  of  affording  asylum  to  criminals  or  to  other 

^  See  Martena,  Canaee  C^^bree,  II.  p.  52. 
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individuals  not  belonging  to  his  suite.^  Of  course,  an 
envoy  need  not  deny  the  entrance  to  criminals  who 
want  to  take  refuge  in  the  embassy.  But  he  must 
surrender  them  to  the  prosecuting  Government  at  its 
request,  and,  if  he  refuses,  any  measures  may  be 
taken  to  induce  him  to  do  so,  apart  from  such  as 
would  involve  an  attack  on  his  person.  Thus,  the 
embassy  may  be  surrounded  by  soldiers,  and 
eventually  the  criminal  may  even  forcibly  be  taken 
out  of  the  embassy.  But  such  measures  of  force  are 
justifiable  only  if  Uie  case  is  an  urgent  one,  and  after 
the  envoy  has  in  vain  been  required  to  surrender  the 
criminal.  Further,  if  a  crime  is  committed  inside 
the  house  of  an  envoy  by  an  individual  who  does  not 
enjoy  personally  the  privilege  of  exterritoriality,  the 
criminal  must  be  surrendered  to  the  local  Govern- 
ment. The  case  of  Nikitschenkow,  which  occurred  in 
Paris  in  1867,  is  an  instance  thereof.  Nikitschen- 
kow, a  Bussian  subject  not  belonging  to  the  Bussian 
Embassy,  made  an  attempt  on  and  wounded  a 
member  of  that  embassy  within  its  official  residence. 
The  French  police  were  caUed  in  and  arrested  the 
criminal.  The  Bussian  Government  required  his 
extradition,  maintaining  that,  as  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted inside  the  Bussian  Embassy,  it  feU  exclusively 
under  Bussian  jurisdiction ;  but  the  French  Govern- 
ment refused  extradition  and  Bussia  dropped  her 
claim. 

Again,  an  envoy  has  no  right  to  seize  a  subject  of 
his  home  State  who  is  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
receiving  State  and  keep  him  under  arrest  inside  the 
embassy  with  the  intention  of  bringing  him  away 

^  But  according  to  Hall  ($  52)  Spanish-American  Republics.  See 

the  custom  of  granting  asylum  to  also  WestlaJce,  L  p.  272,  and  Moore, 

political  refugees  in   the  houses  Asylum  in  Legations  and  Con- 

of  the  envoys  still  exists  in  the  suiates,  and  In  Vessels  (1892). 
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into  the  power  of  his  home  State.  An  instance 
thereof  is  the  case  of  the  Chinaman  Sun  Tat  Sen 
which  occurred  in  London  in  1896.  This  was  a 
political  refugee  from  China  living  in  London.  He 
was  induced  to  enter  the  house  of  the  Chinese 
Legation  and  kept  under  arrest  there  in  order 
to  be  conveyed  forcibly  to  China,  the  Chinese 
envoy  contending  that,  as  the  house  of  the  legation 
was  Chinese  territory,  the  English  Government 
had  no  right  to  interfere.  But  the  latter  did 
interfere,  and  Sun  Tat  Sen  was  released  after 
several  days. 

§  391.  The  second  privilege  of  envoys  in  reference  Ez«mp. 
to  their  exterritoriaUty  is  their  exemption  from  o^inai 
criminal  and  civil  jurisdiction.  As  their  exemption  ^^]^*^ 
from  criminal  jurisdiction  is  also  a  consequence  of  their  tion. 
inviolability,  it  has  already  been  discussed,^  and  we 
have  here  to  deal  with  their  exemption  from  civil 
jurisdiction  only.  No  civil  action  of  any  kind  can  be 
brought  against  them  in  the  Civil  Courts  of  the  re- 
ceiving States  as  regards  debts  and  the  like.  They 
cannot  be  arrested  for  debts,  nor  can  their  furniture, 
their  carriages,  their  horses,  and  the  like,  be  seized  for 
debts.  They  cannot  be  prevented  from  leaving  the 
country  for  not  having  paid  their  debts,  nor  can  their 
passports  be  refused  to  them  on  the  same  account. 
Thus,  when  in  1772  the  French  Government  refused 
the  passports  to  Baron  de  Wrech,  the  envoy  of  the 
Landgrave  of  Hesse-Cassel  at  Paris,  for  not  having 
paid  his  debts,  all  the  other  envoys  in  Paris  com- 
plained of  this  act  of  the  French  Government  as  a 
violation  of  International  Law.^  But  the  rule  that 
an  envoy  is  exempt  from  the  civil  jurisdiction  has 

*  See  above,  $J  387-3^8. 

'  See  Martens,  Oaases  G^Ubres,  II.  p.  no. 
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certam  exceptions.  If  an  envoy  enters  an  appear- 
ance to  an  action  against  himself,  further,  if  he  him- 
self brings  an  action  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
receiving  State,  the  courts  of  the  latter  have  civil 
jurisdiction  in  such  cases  over  the  envoy.  And  the 
same  is  valid  as  regards  real  property  held  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  receiving  State  by  an  envoy,  not  in 
his  official  character,  but  as  a  private  individual,  and 
as  regards  mercantile  ^  ventures  he  might  engage  in 
on  the  territory  of  the  receiving  State. 
Exemp.  §  392.  The  third  privilege  of  envoys  in  reference  to 
B^^  *^^"*  exterritoriality  is  exemption  from  subpoena  as 
M  witoeM.  witnesses.  No  envoy  can  be  obliged,  or  even  required, 
to  appear  as  a  witness  in  a  civil  or  criminal  or 
administrative  Court,  nor  is  an  envoy  obliged  to  give 
evidence  before  a  Commissioner  sent  to  his  house.  If, 
however,  an  envoy  chooses  for  himself  to  appear  as  a 
witness  or  to  give  evidence  of  any  kind,  the  Courts 
can  make  use  of  such  evidence.  A  remarkable  case 
of  this  kind  is  that  of  the  Dutch  envoy  Dubois  in 
Washington,  which  happened  in  1856.  A  case  of 
homicide  occurred  in  the  presence  of  M.  Dubois,  and, 
as  his  evidence  was  absolutely  necessary  for  the  trial, 
the  Foreign  Secretary  of  the  United  States  asked 
Dubois  to  appear  before  the  Court  as  a  witness, 
recognising  the  fact  that  Dubois  had  no  duty  to  do 
so.  When  Dubois,  on  the  advice  of  all  the  other 
diplomatic  envoys  in  Washington,  refused  to  comply 
with  this  desire,  the  United  States  brought  the  matter 
before  the  Dutch  Government.  The  latter,  however, 
approved  of  Dubois'  refusal,  but  authorised  him  to 
give    evidence    under    oath    before    the  American 

*  English       Municipal       Law    diction  to  foreign  envoyi.    (See 
grants,    however,  even   in   such    Westlake,  I.  p.  267.) 
cases,  exemption  firom  local  juris- 
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Foreign  Secretary.  As,  however,  such  evidence 
would  have  had  no  value  at  all  according  to  the  local 
law,  Dubois^  evidence  was  not  taken,  and  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  asked  the  Dutch 
Government  to  recall  him.^ 

§  393.  The  fourth  privilege  of  envoys  in  reference  to  Bxemp- 
their  exterritoriality  is  exemption  from  the  police  of  poSoe.  ^ 
the  receiving  States.  Orders  and  regulations  of  the 
police  do  in  no  way  bind  them.  On  the  other  hand, 
this  exemption  from  police  does  not  contain  the 
privilege  of  an  envoy  to  do  what  he  likes  as  regards 
matters  which  are  regulated  by  the  police.  Although 
such  regulations  can  in  no  way  bind  him,  an  envoy 
enjoys  the  privilege  of  exemption  from  police  under 
the  presupposition  that  he  acts  and  behaves  in  such  a 
manner  as  harmonises  with  the  internal  order  of  the 
receiving  State.  He  is,  therefore,  expected  to  comply 
voluntarily  with  aU  such  commands  and  injunctions 
of  the  local  police  as,  on  the  one  hand,  do  not 
restrict  him  in  the  effective  exercise  of  his  duties, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  are  of  importance  for  the 
general  order  and  safety  of  the  community.  Of 
course,  he  cannot  be  punished  if  he  acts  otherwise, 
but  the  receiving  Government  may  request  his 
recall  or  even  be  justified  in  other  measures  of  such 
a  kind  as  do  not  injure  his  inviolability.  Thus,  for 
instance,  if  in  time  of  plague  an  envoy  were  not 
voluntarily  to  comply  with  important  sanitary 
arrangements  of  the  local  police,  and  if  there  were 
great  danger  in  delay,  a  case  of  necessity  would  be 
created  and  the  receiving  Government  would  be 
justified  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  pressure  upon 
the  envoy. 

§  394.  The  fifth  privilege  of  envoys  in  reference  to 

^  See  Wharton,  L  $  98,  and  Cilro,  III.  S  152a 
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Ezonp-  their  exterritoriality  is  exemption  from  taxes  and  the 
Taxes  and  like.  As  an  envoy,  through  his  exterritoriality,  is 
^^^^'  considered  not  to  be  subjected  to  the  territorial 
supremacy  of  the  receiving  State,  he  must  be  exempt 
from  all  direct  personal  taxation  and  therefore  need 
not  pay  either  income-tax  or  other  direct  taxes.  As 
regards  rates,  it  is  necessary  to  draw  a  distinction. 
Payment  of  rates  imposed  for  local  objects  from  which 
an  envoy  himself  derives  benefit,  such  as  sewerage, 
lighting,  water,  night-watch,  and  the  like,  can  be 
required  of  the  envoy,  although  this  is  often  ^  not 
done*  Other  rates,  however,  such  as  poor-rates  and 
the  like,  he  cannot  be  requested  to  pay.  As 
regards  customs  duties,  International  Law  does 
not  claim  the  exemption  of  envoys  therefrom. 
Practically  and  by  courtesy,  however,  the  Municipal 
Laws  of  many  States  allow  diplomatic  envoys 
within  certain  limits  the  entry  free  of  duty  of  goods 
intended  for  their  own  private  use.  If  the  house  of 
an  envoy  is  the  property  of  his  home  State  or  his  own 
property,  the  house  need  not  be  exempt  from  property 
tax,  although  it  is  often  so  by  the  courtesy  of  the 
receiving  State.  Such  property  tax  is  not  a  personal 
and  direct,  but  an  indirect  tax. 
Bight  of  §  395-  A  sixth  privilege  of  envoys  in  reference  to 
ohapei.  ^YiQir  exterritoriality  is  the  so-called  Eight  of  Chapel 
{Droit  de  chapeUe  or  Droit  du  cuUe).  This  is  the 
privilege  of  having  a  private  chapel  for  the  practice 
of  his  own  religion,  which  must  be  granted  to  an 
envoy  by  the  Municipal  Law  of  the  receiving  State. 
A  privilege  of  great  worth  in  former  times,  when 

^  *<  It  has  been  held  in  England  who  quotes  the  cases  of  ParhiTuon 

that  the  payment  of  local  rates  v.    Potter    (i6    Q.B.    152)    and 

cannot  be  enforced  by    suit   or  Mtusartney  v.   Oarbut  (L.  B.,  24 

distress  against  a  member  of  a  Q.B.D.  368). 
mission,"  says  Westlake,  I.  p.  268, 
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freedom  of  religious  worship  in  most  States  was 
unknown,  it  has  at  present  an  historical  value  only. 
But  it  has  not  disappeared,  and  might  become  again 
of  actual  importance  in  case  a  State  should  in  the 
future  give  way  to  reactionary  intolerance.  It  must, 
however,  be  emphasised  that  the  right  of  chapel 
must  only  comprise  the  privilege  of  religious  wor- 
ship in  a  private  chapel  inside  the  official  residence 
of  the  envoy.  No  right  of  having  and  tolling  bells 
need  be  granted.  The  privilege  includes  the  office 
of  a  chaplain,  who  must  be  allowed  to  perform 
every  religious  ceremony  within  the  chapel,  such 
as  baptism  and  the  like.  It  further  includes  per- 
mission to  all  the  compatriots  of  the  envoy,  even 
if  they  do  not  belong  to  his  retinue,  to  take  part  in 
the  service.  But  the  receiving  State  need  not  allow 
its  own  subjects  to  take  part  therein. 

§  396.  The  seventh  and  last  privilege  of  envoys  in  Seif-juris- 
reference  to  their  exterritoriality  is  self-jurisdiction  ^®**®°- 
within  certain  limits.  As  the  members  of  his  retinue 
are  considered  exterritorial,  the  receiving  State  has 
no  jurisdiction  over  them,  and  the  home  State  may 
therefore  delegate  such  civil  and  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion to  the  envoy.  But  no  receiving  State  is  required  « 
tp  grant  self-jurisdiction  to  an  ambassador  beyond 
a  certain  reasonable  limit.  Thus,  an  envoy  must 
have  jurisdiction  over  his  retinue  in  matters  of  dis- 
cipline, he  must  be  able  to  order  the  arrest  of  a 
member  of  his  retinue  who  has  committed  a  crime 
and  is  to  be  sent  home  for  his  trial,  and  the  like. 
But  no  civilised  State  would  nowadays  allow  an 
envoy  himself  to  try  a  member  of  his  retinue. 
This  was  done  in  former  centuries.  Thus,  in  1603, 
Sully,  who  was  sent  by  Henri  IV.  of  Prance  on 
a  special  mission   to    England,   called    together   a 
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French  jury  in  London  and  had  a  member  of  his 
retinue  condemned  to  death  for  murder.  The  con- 
victed man  was  handed  over  for  execution  to  the 
English  authorities,  but  James  I.  reprieved  him.^ 


Possible 
Gases. 


Envoy 

travelling 

throagh 

Territory 

of  third 

State. 


Position  of  Diplomatic  Envoys  as  regards 

Third  States 

VatteJ,  IV.  ff  84-86— Hall,  §§  99-101— Phillimore,  11.  J§  172-175 
—Taylor,  JJ  293-295—1^188,  I.  §  222— Wheaton,  JJ  242-247 
— UUmann,  {  42 — Geffcken  in  Holtzendorfif,  IIL  pp.  665-668 — 
Hefilber,  S  207  — Rivier,  $  39— Pradier-Fod^r^,  III.  J  1394— Fiore,  II. 
N08.  1143-1144— Calvo,  III.  SJ  1 532-1 539. 

§  397.  Although,  when  an  individual  is  accredited 
as  diplomatic  envoy  by  one  State  to  another,  these 
two  States  only  are  directly  concerned  in  his  appoint- 
ment, the  question  must  be  discussed,  what  position 
such  envoy  has  as  regards  third  States  in  those 
cases  in  which  he  comes  in  contact  with  them. 
Several  such  cases  are  possible.  An  envoy  may,  first, 
travel  through  the  territory  of  a  third  State  to  reach 
the  territory  of  the  receiving  State.  Or,  an  envoy 
accredited  to  a  belligerent  State  and  living  on  the 
latter's  territory  may  be  found  there  by  the  other 
belligerent  who  militarily  occupies  such  territory. 
And,  lastly,  an  envoy  accredited  to  a  certain  State 
might  interfere  with  the  afiairs  of  a  third  State. 

§  398.  If  an  envoy  travels  through  the  territory 
of  a  third  State  incognito  or  for  his  pleasure  only, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  he  cannot  claim  any  special 
privileges  whatever.  He  is  in  exactly  the  same 
position  as  any  other  foreign  individual  travelling 

^  Bee  Martens,  Canses  G^Ubres,  I.  p.  391.    See  also  the  two  cases 
reported  by  Calvo,  IIL  §  1545. 
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on  this  territory,  although  by  courtesy  he  might  be 
treated  with  particular  attention.  But  matters  are 
different  when  an  envoy  on  his  way  from  his  own 
State  to  the  State  of  his  destination  travels  through 
the  territory  of  a  third  State.  If  the  sending  and 
the  receiving  States  are  not  neighbours,  the  envoy 
probably  has  to  travel  through  the  territory  of  a 
third  State.  Now,  as  the  institution  of  legation  is  a 
necessary  one  for  the  intercourse  of  States  and  is 
firmly  established  by  International  Law,  there  ought  to 
be  no  doubt  whatever  that  such  third  State  must  grant 
the  right  of  innocent  passage  {ju3  iransitus  innoxii) 
to  the  envoy,  provided  that  it  is  not  at  war  with  the 
sending  or  the  receiving  State.  But  no  other  privi- 
leges,^ especially  those  of  inviolability  and  exterri- 
toriality need  be  granted  to  the  envoy.  And  the 
right  of  innocent  passage  does  not  include  the  right 
to  stop  on  the  territory  longer  than  is  necessary  for 
the  passage.  Thus,  in  1854,  the  French  Government 
did  not  allow  the  United  States  envoy,  Souli^,  who 
had  landed  at  Calais  on  his  way  to  Madrid,  to  stop 
in  France,  because  he  was  a  French  refugee  natural- 
ised in  the  United  States.^  And  it  must  be  specially 
remarked  that  no  right  of  passage  need  be  granted 
if  the  third  State  is  at  war  with  the  sending  or 
receiving  State.  The  envoy  of  a  belligerent,  who 
travels  through  the  territory  of  the  other  belligerent 
to  reach  the  place  of  his  destination,  may  be  seized 
and  treated  as  a  prisoner  of  war.  Thus,  in  1 744,  when 
the  French  Ambassador,  Mar^chal  de  Belle-Isle,  on 
his  way  to  Berlin,  passed  through  the  territory  of 
Hanover,  which   country  was  then,  together  with 

*  The  matter,  which  has  always    quotes  the    opinion   of    Grotius^ 
been  disputed,  is  fuUy  discussed    Bynkershoek,  and  Vattel. 
by   Twiss,  I.  {  222,   who    also        '  See  Wharton,  I.  §  97. 

a  Q  2 
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England,  at  war  with  France,  he  was  made  a  prisoner 
of  war  and  sent  to  England. 

§  399.  When  in  time  of  war  a  belligerent  occupies 
foondTby  the  capital  of  an  enemy  State  and  finds  there  envoys  of 
^t  on  other  States,  these  envoys  do  not  lose  their  diplomatic 
^npied  privileges  as  long  as  the  State  to  which  they  are  ac- 
Territoiy.  Credited  is  in  existence.  As  military  occupation  does 
not  extinguish  a  State  subjected  thereto,  such  envoys 
do  not  cease  to  be  envoys.  On  the  other  hand,  they 
are  not  accredited  to  the  belligerent  who  has  taken 
possession  of  the  territory  by  military  force,  and  the 
question  is  not  settled  yet  by  International  Law  how 
far  the  occupying  belligerent  has  to  respect  the 
inviolability  and  exterritoriality  granted  to  such 
envoys  by  the  law  of  the  land  in  compliance  with 
a  demand  of  International  Law.  It  may  safely  be 
maintained  that  he  must  grant  them  the  right  to 
leave  the  occupied  territory.  But  must  he  likewise 
grant  them  the  right  to  stay?  Has  he  to  respect 
their  immunity  of  domicile  and  their  other  privileges 
in  reference  to  their  exterritoriality  ?  Neither  cus- 
tomary rules  nor  international  conventions  exist  as 
regards  these  questions,  which  must,  therefore,  be 
treated  as  open.  The  only  case  which  occurred 
concerning  this  problem  is  that  of  Mr,  Washburne, 
ambassador  of  the  United  States  in  Paris  during  the 
siege  of  that  town  in  1870  by  the  Germans.  This 
ambassador  claimed  the  right  of  sending  a  mes- 
senger with  despatches  to  London  in  a  sealed  bag 
through  the  German  lines.  But  the  Germans  refused 
to  grant  that  right,  and  did  not  alter  their  decision 
although  the  Government  of  the  United  States  pro- 
tested.^ 

§  400.  There  is  no  doubt  that  an  envoy  must  not 

^  See  Wharton,  I.  {  97. 
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interfere  with  the  afikirs  of  the  State  to  which  he  is  Envoy 
accredited  and  a  third  State.     K  he  nevertheless  does  j^g  wuh 
interfere,  he  enjoys  no  privileges  whatever  against  J[^hSi°* 
such  third  State.    Thus,   in  1734,  the  Marquis  de  state. 
Monti,  the  French  envoy  in  Poland,  who  took  an 
active  part  in  the  war  between  Poland  and  Bussia, 
was  made  a  prisoner  of  war  by  the  latter  and  not 
released  tiU  1736,  although  France  protested.^ 


XI 
The  Ebtinub  of  Diplomatic  Envoys 

Vattel,  IV.  §S  I20-I24— HaU,  {  51— PhiUimore,  H.  S§  186-193- 
Twiss,  I.  §  218— nUmann,  SS  37f  41-— Oefibken  in  Holtzeiidorfi; 
m.  pp.  660-661— HefiEter,  §  221— Bivier,  I.  pp.  458-461 — Pradier- 
Fod^r^,  III.  SS  1472-1486— Fiore,  IL  Nos.  1164-1168— Calvo,  III. 
SS  1 348-1 350— Martens,  IL  S  16. 

§401.  The    individuals   accompanying  an  envoy  Different 
oflBcially,  or  in  his  private  service,  or  as  members  of  Membere 
his  family,  or  as  couriers,  compose  his  retinue.    The  <>*k«*^«^^«- 
members  of  the  retinue  belong,  therefore,  to  four 
different  classes.    All  those  individuals  who  are  oflSi- 
cially  attached  to  an  envoy  are  members  of  the 
legation  and  are  appointed  by  the  home  State  of  the 
envoy.     To  this  first   class  belong   the  Councillors, 
Attaches,  Secretaries  of  the  Legation ;  the  Chancellor 
of  the  Legation  and  his  assistants ;  the  interpreters, 
and  the  like  ;  the  chaplain,  the  doctor,  and  the  legal 
advisers,  provided  that  they  are  appointed  by  the 
home  State  and  sent  specially  as  members  of  the 
legation.      A  list  of  these  members  of  legation  is 
handed    over  by  the  envoy  to  the  Secretary  for 

^  See  Martens,  Causes  C^Ubres,  I.  p.  207. 
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Foreign  Affairs  of  the  receiving  State  and  is  revised 

from  time  to  time.    The  Councillors  and  Secretaries 

of  Legation  are  personally  presented  to  the  Secretary 

for  Foreign  Affairs,  and  very  often  also  to  the  head 

of  the  receiving  State.     The  second  class  comprises 

all  those  individuals  who  are  in  the  private  service 

of  the  envoy  and  of  the  members  of  legation,  such 

as  servants  of  all  kinds,  the  private  secretary  of  the 

envoy,  the  tutor  and  the  governess  of  his  children. 

The  third  class  consists  of  the  members  of  the  family 

of  the  envoy — namely,  his  wife,  children,  and  such 

of  his  other  near  relatives  as  live  within  his  family 

and  under  his  roof.     And,   lastly,  the  fourth  class 

consists  of  the  so-called   couriers.     They  are  the 

bearers  of  despatches  sent  by  the  envoy  to  his  home 

State,  who  on  their  way  back  also  bear  despatches 

from  the  home  State  to  the  envoy.     Such  couriers 

are  attached  to  most  legations  for  the  guarantee  of 

the  safety  and  secrecy  of  the  despatches. 

Prmieges       §  402,  It  is  a  generally  recognised  *  rule  of  Inter- 

bers  of       national  Law  that  the  members  of  a  legation  are  as 

Legation,    ij^yi^ia^ble  and  exterritorial  as   the   envoy  himself 

They  must,  therefore,  be  granted  by  the  receiving 

State  exemption  from  criminal  and  civil  jurisdiction, 

exemption  from  police,^  subpoena  as  witness,  and 

taxes.     They  are  considered,  like  the  envoy  himself,  to 

retain  their  domicile  within  their  home  State.  Children 

born  to  them  during  their  stay  within  the  receiving 

State  are  considered  bom  on  the  territory  of  the 

home  State.     And  it  must  be  emphasised  that  it  is 

^  Some  authors,  however,  plead  Legation  at  Washington,  was  fined 

for   an    abrogation   of  this   rule  by  the  police  magistrate  of  Lee,  in 

(See  Martens,  II.  §  16.)  Massaohnsetts,  for  furiously  driv- 

^  A  case  of  this  kind  occurred  ing  a  motor-oar.  But  the  judgment 

in  1904  in  the  United  States.    Mr.  was  afterwards  annulled,  and  the 

Gumey,  Secretary  of  the  British  fine  imposed  remitted. 
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not    within    the    envoy's    power    to    waive    these 
privileges  of  the  members  of  legation* 

§  403.  It  is  a  customary  rule  of  International  Law  Priviiegea 
that  the  receiving  State  must  grant  to  all  persons  in  servants. 
the  private  service  of  the  envoy  and  of  the  members 
of  his  legation,  provided  such  persons  are  not 
subjects  of  the  receiving  State,  exemption  from  civil 
and  criminal  jurisdiction.^  But  the  envoy  can  dis- 
claim these  exemptions,  and  these  persons  cannot  then 
claim  exemption  from  police,  inmiunity  of  domicile, 
and  exemption  from  taxes.  Thus,  for  instance,  if 
such  a  private  servant  commits  a  crime  outside  the 
residence  of  his  employer,  the  police  can  arrest  him ; 
he  must,  however,  be  at  once  released  if  the  envoy 
does  not  waive  the  exemption  from  criminal  juris- 
diction. 

§  404.  Although  the  wife  of  the  envoy,  his  children,  Privii^ea 
and  such  of  his  near  relatives  as  live  within  his  family  ^l  Bnvo/ 
and  under  his  roof  belong  to  his  retinue,  there  is 
a  distinction  to  be  made  as  regards  their  privileges. 
His  wife  must  certainly  be  granted  all  his  privileges 
in  so  far  as  they  concern  inviolability  and  extern- 
toriality.  As  regards,  however,  his  children  and 
other  relatives,  no  general  rule  of  International  Law 
can  safely  be  said  to  be  generally  recognised,  but 
that  they  must  be  granted  exemption  from  civil 
and  criminal  jurisdiction.  But  even  this  rule  was 
formerly  not  generally  recognised.  Thus,  when  in 
1653  Don  Pantaleon  Sk,  the  brother  of  the  Portu- 
guese ambassador  in  London  and  a  member  of  his 

'  This  rule  seeniB  to  be  every-  the  embaesy  and  charged  before  a 

where  recognised  except  in  tins  local  magistrate,  and  the  British 

coimtry.    When,  in  1827,  a  coach-  Foreign  Office  refused  to  recognise 

manof  Mr.  Gallatin,  the  American  the  exemption  of  the  ooao^an 

Minister  in   London,  committed  from  the  local  jurisdiction.    (See 

an  assault  outside  the  embassy,  Wharton,  I.  §  94,  and  Hall,  §  50.) 
he  was  arrested  in  the  stable  of 
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suite,  killed  an  Englishman  named  Greenway,  he 
was  arrested,  tried  in  England,  found  guilty,  and 
executed.* 

^fl?T*  §  ^^5'  ^^  insure  the  safety  and  secrecy  of  the 
of  Envoy,  diplomatic  despatches  they  bear,  couriers  must  be 
granted  exemption  from  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction 
and  afforded  special  protection  during  the  exercise  of 
their  office.  It  is  particularly  important  to  observe 
that  they  must  have  the  right  of  innocent  passage 
through  third  States,  and  that,  according  to  general 
usage,  those  parts  of  their  luggage  which  contain 
diplomatic  despatches  and  are  sealed  with  the  official 
seal  must  not  be  opened  and  searched.  It  is  usual 
to  provide  couriers  with  special  passports  for  the 
purpose  of  their  legitimation. 


xn 

Termination  of  Diplomatic  Mission 

Vattel,  IV.  J§  125-126— Hall,  J  98»*— Phillimore,  II.  §§  237-241— 
Taylor,  JS  320-323— Wheaton,  §§  250-251— Ullmann,  §  43 — 
Hefifcer,  JJ  223-226 — ^Rivier,  I.  §  40— Bonfils,  Nob.  730-732 — 
Pradier-Fod^r^,  III.  §§  1515-1535— Fiore,  11.  Nos.  1169-1175— 
Galvo,  ni.  S§  1363-1367— Martenfl,  II.  §  17. 

Termina-        §  406.  A  diplomatic  missiou  may  come  to  an  end 
contradis-  from  eleven  different   causes — ^namely,   accomplish- 
Sus^n-*^  ment  of  the  object  for  which  the  mission  was  sent; 
sion-         expiration  of  such  Letters  of  Credence  as  were  given 
to  an  envoy  for  a  specific  time  only ;  recall  of  the 
envoy  by  the  sending  State ;  his  promotion  to  a  higher 
class ;  the  delivery  of  passports  to  him  by  the  receiv- 
ing State ;  request  of  the  envoy  for  his  passports  on 

^  The  case  is  disoossed  by  Phillimorei  II.  §  169. 
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account  of  ill-treatment;  war  between  the  sending 
and  the  receiving  State ;  constitutional  changes  in  the 
headship  of  the  sending  or  receiving  State ;  revolu- 
tionary change  of  government  of  the  sending  or  re- 
ceiving State ;  extinction  of  the  sending  or  receiving 
State ;  and,  lastly,  death  of  the  envoy.  These  events 
must  be  treated  singly  on  account  of  their  peculi- 
arities. But  the  termination  of  diplomatic  missions 
must  not  be  confounded  with  their  suspension. 
Whereas  from  the  foregoing  eleven  causes  a  mission 
comes  actually  to  an  end,  and  new  Letters  of  Credence 
are  necessary,  a  suspension  does  not  put  an  end  to 
the  mission,  but  creates  an  interval  during  which  the 
envoy,  although  he  remains  in  office,  cannot  exercise 
his  office.  Suspension  may  be  the  result  of  various 
causes,  as,  for  instance,  a  revolution  within  the 
sending  or  receiving  State.  Whatever  the  cause 
may  be,  an  envoy  enjoys  all  his  privileges  during  the 
duration  of  the  suspension. 

§  407.  A  mission  comes  to  an  end  through  the  ful-  Accom- 
filinent  of  its  objects  in  all  cases  of  missions  for  ofo^M^ 
special  purposes.     Such  cases  may  be  ceremonial  ^^^^^■ 
functions  like  representation  at  weddings,  funerals, 
coronations  ;  or  notification  of  changes  in  the  head- 
ship of  a  State,  or  representation  of  a  State  at  Con- 
ferences and  Congresses ;  and  other  cases.    Although 
the  mission  is  terminated  through  the  accomplish- 
ment   of   its    object,   the    envoys   enjoy    all  their 
privileges  on  their  way  home. 

§  408.  If  a  Letter  of  Credence  for  a  specified  time  Expira* 
only  is  given  to  an  envoy,  his  mission  terminates  Letter  of 
with  the  expiration  of  such  time.     A   temporary  Credence. 
Letter  of  Credence  may,  for  instance,  be  given  to  an 
individual  for  the  purpose  of  representing  a  State 
diplomatically  during  the  interval  between  the  recall 
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of  an  ambassador  and  the  appointment  of  his  suc- 
cessor. 
RecaiJ.  §  409.  The  mission  of  an  envoy,  be  he  permanently 

or  only  temporarily  appointed,  terminates  through 
his  recall  by  the  sending  State.  If  this  recall  is  not 
caused  by  unfriendly  acts  of  the  receiving  State 
but  by  other  circumstances,  the  envoy  receives  a 
Letter  of  Eecall  from  the  head,  or,  in  case  he  is  only 
a  Charg^  d'Affaires,  from  the  Foreign  Secretary  of  his 
home  State,  and  he  hands  this  letter  over  to  the  head 
of  the  receiving  State  in  a  solemn  audience,  or  to  the 
Foreign  Secretary  in  the  case  of  a  Charge  d'Affaires. 
In  exchange  for  the  Letter  of  Eecall  the  envoy  receives 
his  passports  and  a  so-called  Lettre  de  ricriance^  a 
letter  in  which  the  head  of  the  receiving  State  (or  the 
Foreign  Secretary)  acknowledges  the  Letter  of  Eecall. 
Although  therewith  his  mission  ends,  he  enjoys  never- 
theless all  his  privileges  on  his  home  journey.  A  recall 
may  be  caused  by  the  resignation  of  the  envoy,  by 
his  transference  to  another  post,  and  the  like.  It 
may,  secondly,  be  caused  by  the  outbreak  of  a  con- 
flict between  the  sending  and  the  receiving  State 
which  leads  to  a  rupture  of  diplomatic  intercourse, 
and  under  these  circumstances  the  sending  State  may 
order  his  envoy  to  ask  for  his  passports  and  depart 
at  once  without  handing  in  a  Letter  of  Becall.  And, 
thirdly,  a  recall  may  result  from  a  request  of  the 
receiving  State  by  reason  of  real  or  alleged  mis- 
conduct of  the  envoy.  Such  request  of  recall  may 
lead  to  a  rupture  of  diplomatic  intercourse,  if  the 
receiving  State  insists  upon  the  recall,  although  the 
sending  State  does  not  recognise  the  act  of  his  envoy 
as  misconduct.^ 

^  Notable  cases  of  recall  of  envoys  are  reported  by  Taylor,  §  322, 
and  Hall,  §  98**. 
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§  410.  When  an  envoy  remains  at  his  post,  but  is  Promo- 
promoted  to  a  higher  class — ^for  instance,  when   a  h^her* 
Charg^  d' Affaires  is  created  a  Minister  Eesident  or  a  ^^^*- 
Minister  Plenipotentiary  is  created  an  Ambassador — 
his  original  mission  technically  ends,  and  he  receives 
therefore  a  new  Letter  of  Credence. 

§411.  A  mission  may  terminate,  further,  through  DeUvery 
the  delivery  of  his  passports  to  an  envoy  by  the  portsf" 
receiving  State.  The  reason  for  such  dismissal  of 
an  envoy  may  either  be  gross  misconduct  on  his 
part  or  a  quarrel  between  the  sending  and  the 
receiving  State  which  leads  to  a  rupture  of  diplo- 
matic intercourse. 

§  412.  Without  being  recalled,  an  envoy  may  on  Request 
his  own  account  ask  for  his  passports  and  depart  in  ^^^^ 
consequence  of  ill-treatment  by  the  receiving  State. 
This  may  or  may  not  lead  to  a  rupture  of  diplomatic 
intercourse. 

§  413.  When  war  breaks  out  between  the  sending  outbreak 
and  the  receiving  State  before  their  envoys  accredited  °*  ^^' 
to  each  other  are  recalled,  their  mission  comes  never- 
theless to  an  end.     They  receive  their  passports,  but 
they  must  be  granted  nevertheless  their  privileges  on 
their  way  home.^ 

§  414.  If  the  head  of  the  sending  or  receiving  State  Constitu- 
is  a  Sovereign,  his  death  or  abdication  terminates  the  Sge. 
missions  sent  and  received  by  him,  and  all  envoys 
remaining  at  their  posts  must  receive  new  Letters 
of  Credence.  But  if  they  receive  new  Letters  of 
Credence,  no  change  in  seniority  is  considered  to 
have  taken  place  from  the  order  before  the  change. 
And  during  the  time  between  the  termination  of  the 
missions  and  the  arrival  of  new  Letters  of  Credence 

^  See  below,  vol.  II.  §  98. 
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they  enjoy  nevertheless  all  the  privileges  of  diplomatic 
envoys. 

As  regards  the  influence  of  constitutional  changes 
in  the  headship  of  republics  on  the  missions  sent 
or  received,  no  certain  rule  exists,^  Everything 
depends,  therefore,  upon  the  merits  of  the  special 
case. 

§  415.  A  revolutionary  movement  in  the  sending 
or  receiving  State  which  creates  a  new  govern- 
ment, changing,  for  example,  a  repubUc  into  a 
monarchy  or  a  monarchy  into  a  republic,  or  deposing 
a  Sovereign  and  enthroning  another,  terminates  the 
missions.  All  envoys  remaining  at  their  posts  must 
receive  new  Letters  of  Credence,  but  no  change 
in  seniority  takes  place  if  they  receive  them.  It 
happens  that  in  cases  of  revolutionary  changes  of 
government  foreign  States  for  some  time  neither  send 
new  Letters  of  Credence  to  their  envoys  nor  recall 
them,  watching  the  course  of  events  in  the  meantime 
and  waiting  for  more  proof  of  a  real  settlement.  In 
such  cases  the  envoys  are,  according  to  an  inter- 
national usage,  granted  all  the  privileges  of  diplomatic 
envoys,  although  in  strict  law  they  have  ceased  to 
be  this.  In  cases  of  recall  subsequent  to  revolutionary 
changes,  the  protection  of  subjects  of  the  recalling 
States  remains  in  the  hands  of  their  consuls,  since 
the  consular  oflSice  ^  does  not  come  to  an  end  through 
constitutional  or  revolutionary  changes  in  the  head- 
ship of  a  State. 

§  416.  If  the  sending  or  receiving  State  of  a 
mission  is  extinguished  by  voluntary  merger  into 
another  State  or  through  annexation  in  consequence 


^  Writers  on  International  Law    contradistinotion    to    Bivier,    I. 
dififer  concerning  this  point.    See,    p.  517. 
for  instance,  Ullmann,  §  43,  in        ^  See  below,  §  438. 
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of  conquest,  the  mission  terminates  ipso  facto.  In 
case  of  annexation  of  the  receiving  State,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that,  although  the  annexing  State  will 
not  consider  the  envoys  received  by  the  annexed 
State  as  accredited  to  itself,  it  must  grant  those 
envoys  the  right  to  leave  the  territory  of  the  annexed 
State  unmolested  and  to  take  their  archives  away 
with  them.  In  case  of  annexation  of  the  sending 
State,  the  question  arises  what  becomes  of  the 
archives  and  legational  property  of  the  missions  of 
the  annexed  State  accredited  to  foreign  States.  This 
question  is  one  on  the  so-called  succession  ^  of  States. 
The  annexing  State  acquires,  ipso  facto^  by  the  an- 
nexation the  property  in  those  archives  and  other 
legational  goods,  such  as  the  hotels,  furniture,  and 
the  like.  But  as  long  as  the  annexation  is  not 
notified  and  recognised,  the  receiving  States  have  no 
duty  to  interfere. 

§  417.  A  mission  ends,  lastly,  by  the  death  of  the  Death  of 
envoy.  As  soon  as  an  envoy  is  dead,  his  effects,  and  ®"^®^- 
especially  his  papers,  must  be  sealed.  This  is  done 
by  a  member  of  the  dead  envoy's  legation,  or,  if 
there  be  no  such  members,  by  a  member  of 
another  legation  accredited  to  the  same  State.  The 
local  Government  must  not  interfere,  unless  at  the 
special  request  by  the  home  State  of  the  deceased 
envoy. 

Although  the  mission  and  therefore  the  privileges 
of  the  envoy  come  to  an  end  by  his  death,  the 
members  of  his  family  who  resided  under  his  roof 
and  the  members  of  his  suite  enjoy  their  privileges 
until  they  leave  the  country.  But  a  certain  time 
may  be  fixed  for  them  to  depart,  and  on  its  expira- 

^  See  above,  {  82. 
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tion  they  lose  their  privilege  of  exterritoriality.  It 
must  be  specially  mentioned  that  the  Courts  of  the 
receiving  State  have  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over 
the  goods  and  effects  of  the  deceased  envoy,  and 
that  no  death  duties  can  be  demanded. 


CHAPTER  lU 

CONSULS 
I 

The  Institution  of  Consuls 

Hall,  S  105— Phillimore,  11.  §§  243-246— Halleok,  L  p.  369— Taylor, 
8S  325-326 — TwiaSf  I.  S  223— Ullmann,  §§  44-45 —Bulmermcq  in 
Holtzendorff,  IL  pp.  687-695— HeflPfcer,  §§  241-242— Rivier,  L  §  41 
— Calvo,  in.5§  i368-i372—Bonfils,Nos. 731-743— Pradier-Fod^r^, 
IV.  5S  2034-2043— Martens,  IL  $§  18-19— Fiore,  IL  Nob.  i  176-1 178 
— ^Warden,  "  A  Treatise  on  the  Origin,  Nature,  etc.,  of  the  Consular 
Establishment"  (1814) — Cnssy,  "B^glements  consnlaires  des 
principaux  £tats  maritimes"  (185 1) — H.  B.  Oppenheim,  *'Hand* 
bach  der  Consulate  aller  L&nder  "  (1854)— Olercqet  Vallat, "  Guide 
pratique  des  consulate  "  (5th  ed.  1898)— Salles,  *^  L*institution  des 
consulate,  son  origine,  etc."  (1898). 

§  418.  The   roots   of  the  consular  institution  go  Deveiop- 
back  to  the  second  half  of  the  Middle  Ages.     In  the  thrinsti 
commercial  towns  of  Italy,  Spain,  and  France  the  conrois' 
merchants  used  to  appoint  by  election  one  or  more 
of  their    fellow-merchants  as    arbitrators  in    com- 
mercial disputes,  who  were  called  Juges  Consuls  or 
Consuls  Marchands.    When,  between  and  after  the 
Crusades,  Italian,   Spanish,   and  French  merchants 
settled   down   in   the  Eastern    coimtries,    founding 
factories,  they  brought  the  institution  of  consuls  with 
them,  the  merchants  belonging  to  the  same  nation 
electing  their  own  consul.     The  competence  of  these 
consuls  became,  however,  more  and  more  enlarged 
through  treaties,  so-called  "  Capitulations,"  between 
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the  home  States  of  the  merchants  and  the  Mohamme- 
dan monarchs  on  whose  territories  these  merchants 
had  settled  down.*  The  competence  of  the  consuls 
comprised  at  last  the  whole  civil  and  criminal  juris- 
diction over,  and  protection  of,  the  privileges,  the 
life,  and  the  property  of  their  countrymen.  From  the 
East  the  institution  of  consuls  was  transferred  to  the 
West.  Thus,  in  the  fifteenth  century  Italian  consuls 
existed  in  the  Netherlands  and  in  London,  English 
consuls  in  the  Netherlands,  Sweden,  Norway,  Den- 
mark, Italy  (Pisa).  These  consuls  in  the  West 
exercised,  just  as  those  in  the  East,  exclusive  civil 
and  criminal  jurisdiction  over  the  merchants  of  their 
nationality.  But  the  position  of  the  consuls  in  the 
West  decayed  in  the  beginning  of  the  seventeenth 
century  through  the  influence  of  the  rising  permanent 
legations  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  from 
the  fact  that  everywhere  foreign  merchants  were 
brought  under  the  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  of 
the  State  in  which  they  resided.  This  change  in 
their  competence  altered  the  position  of  consuls  in 
the  Christian  States  of  the  West  altogether.  Their 
functions  now  shrank  into  a  general  supervision  of 
the  commerce  and  navigation  of  their  home  States, 
and  into  a  kind  of  protection  of  the  commercial 
interests  of  their  countrymen.  Consequently,  they 
did  not  receive  much  notice  in  the  seventeenth  and 
eighteenth  centuries,  and  it  was  not  until  the  nine- 
teenth century  that  the  general  development  of 
international  commerce,  navigation,  and  shipping 
drew  the  attention  of  the  Gfovemments  again  to 
the  value  and  importance  of  the  institution  of 
consuls.  The  institution  was  now  systematically 
developed.      The    positions    of   the   consuls,    their 

^  See  Twiss,  I.  fj  253-263. 
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functions,  and  their  privileges,  were  the  subjects  of 
stipulations  either  in  commercial  treaties  or  in 
special  consular  treaties/  and  the  single  States 
enacted  statutes  regarding  the  duties  of  their 
consuls  abroad,  such  as  the  Consular  Act  passed  by 
England  in  1826.^ 

§419.  Nowadays  consuls  are  agents  of  States  resid-  Geneni 
ing  abroad  for  purposes  of  various  kinds,  but  mainly  of  OraBoiL 
in  the  interests  of  the  commerce  and  navigation  of 
the  appointing  State.  As  they  are  not  diplomatic 
representatives,  they  do  not  enjoy  the  privileges  of 
diplomatists.  Nor  have  they,  ordinarily,  anything 
to  do  with  intercourse  between  their  home  State 
and  the  State  they  reside  in.  But  these  rules  have 
exceptions.  Consuls  of  Christian  Powers  in  non- 
Christian  States,^  Japan  now  excepted,  have  retained 
their  former  competence  and  exercise  full  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction  over  their  countrymen.  And 
sometimes  consuls  are  charged  with  the  tasks  which 
are  regularly  fulfilled  by  diplomatic  representatives. 
Thus,  in  States  under  suzerainty  the  Powers  are 
frequently  represented  by  consuls,  who  transact  all 
the  business  otherwise  transacted  by  diplomatic 
representatives,  and  who  have,  therefore,  often  the 
title  of  "  Diplomatic  Agents."  Thus,  too,  on  occa- 
sions small  States,  instead  of  accrediting  diplomatic 
envoys  to  another  State,  send  only  a  consul  thither, 
who  combines  the  consular  functions  with  those 
of  a  diplomatic  envoy.  It  must,  however,  be 
emphasised  that  consuls  thereby  neither  become 
diplomatic  envoys,  although  they  may  have  the  title 
of  "Diplomatic  Agents,"  nor  enjoy  the  diplomatic 
envoys'  privileges,  if  such  privileges  are  not  specially 

^  Phillimore,  II.  S  255,  gives  a  list  of  saoh  treaties. 
*  6  Geo.  IV.  c,  87. 
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provided  for  by  treaties  between  the  home  State  and 
the  State  they  reside  in.  Difierent,  however,  is  the 
case  in  which  a  consul  is  at  the  same  time  accredited 
as  Charg^  d^Affaires,  and  in  which,  therefore,  he  com- 
bines two  different  offices ;  for  as  Charg6  d'Afiaires  he 
is  a  diplomatic  envoy  and  enjoys  all  the  privileges  of 
such  an  envoy,  provided  he  has  received  a  Letter  of 
Credence, 


n 

Consular  Ob^anisation 

Hall,  "  Foreign  Powera  and  Jnrudioiion,"  { 13— Pfaillimoxei  IL  {§  253- 
254— Halledk,  I.  p.  371— TayloTi  {  528 — UUmann,  {  47— Bnlmerinoq, 
in  Holtzendorff;  III.  pp.  695>7oi— Bivier,  L  {  41— Oalvo,  III. 
SS  1373-1376— Bonfilfl,  Nob.  743-748— Pradier-FodM,  IV.  J5  2050- 
2055 — Martensi  H.  {  20—'*  General 'InstraotionB  for  His  Miyesty's 
Consolar  Officers  "  (1893). 

Different  §  420.  Consuls  are  of  two  kinds.  They  are  either 
SS"^'.  specially  sent  and  paid  for  the  administration  of  their 
consular  office  {ConmUa  missi)^  or  they  are  appointed 
from  individuals,  in  most  cases  merchants,  residing  in 
the  district  for  which  they  are  to  administer  the  con- 
sular office  {Consndes  electi)}  Consuls  of  the  first 
kind,  who  are  so-called  professional  consuls  and 
are  always  subjects  of  the  sending  State,  have  to 
devote  their  whole  time  to  the  consular  office.  Con- 
suls of  the  second  kind,  who  may  or  may  not  be 
subjects  of  the  sending  State,  administer  the  con- 
sular office  besides  following  their  ordinary  callings. 
Some  States,  such  as  France,  appoint  professional 
consuls  only ;  most  States,  however,  appoint  Consuls 
of  both  kinds   according  to  the  importance  of  the 

^  To  this  distinction  corresponds    Officers  '*  and  "  Trading  Consular 
in  the  British  Consular  Service    Officers.'* 
the  distinction  between  "  Consular 


CONSULAR  ORGANISATION  467 

consular  districts.  But  there  is  a  general  tendency 
with  most  States  to  appoint  professional  consuls  for 
important  districts. 

No  diflTerence  exists  between  the  two  kinds  of 
consuls  as  to  their  general  position  according  to 
International  Law.  But,  naturally,  a  professional 
consul  enjoys  actually  a  greater  authority  and  a 
more  important  social  position,  and  consular  treaties 
often  stipulate  special  privileges  for  professional 
consuls. 

§421.  As  the  functions  of  consuls  have  a  more  Consaiar 
or  less  local  character,  most  States  appoint  several  ^^*"*^*"* 
consuls  on  the  territory  of  the  other  larger  States, 
limiting  the  duties  of  the  different  consuls  within 
certain  districts  of  such  territories  or  even  within 
a  certain  town  or  port  only.  Such  consular  districts 
as  a  rule  concide  with  provinces  of  the  State  in  which 
the  consuls  administer  their  offices.  The  different 
consuls  appointed  by  a  State  for  different  districts 
of  the  same  State  are  independent  of  each  other 
and  conduct  their  correspondence  directly  with  the 
Foreign  Office  of  their  home  State,  the  agents-con- 
sular excepted,  who  correspond  with  their  nominators 
only.  The  extent  of  the  districts  is  agreed  upon 
between  the  home  State  of  the  consul  and  the  ad- 
mitting State.  Only  the  consul  appointed  for  a 
particular  district  is  entitled  to  exercise  consular 
functions  within  its  boundaries,  and  to  him  only  the 
local  authorities  have  to  grant  the  consular  privileges, 
if  any. 

§422.  Four  classes  of  consuls  are  generally  distin-  Different 
guished  according  to  rank :  consuls-general,  consuls,  consuls*^' 
vice-consuls,  and  agents-consular.      Consuls-general 
are  appointed  either  as  the  head  of  several  consular 
districts,  and  have  then  several  consuls  subordinate 
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to  themselves,  or  as  the  head  of  one  very  large 
consular  district.  Consuls  are  usually  appointed 
for  smaller  districts,  and  for  towns  or  even  ports 
only.  Vice-consuls  are  such  assistants  of  consuls- 
general  and  consuls  as  themselves  possess  the  con- 
sular character  and  take,  therefore,  the  consul's  place 
in  regard  to  the  whole  consular  business ;  they  are,  ac- 
cording to  the  Municipal  Law  of  some  States,  appointed 
by  the  consul,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  his  home 
State.  Agents-consular  are  agents  with  consular 
character  appointed,  subject  to  the  approbation  of  the 
home  Government,  by  a  consul-general  or  consul  for 
the  exercise  of  certain  parts  of  the  consular  functions 
in  certain  towns  or  other  places  of  the  consular  dis- 
trict. Agents-consular  are  not  independent  of  the 
appointing  consul,  and  do  not  correspond  directly 
with  the  home  State,  as  the  appointing  consul  is 
responsible  for  the  agents-consular  to  his  Govern- 
ment. The  so-called  Proconsul  is  not  a  consul,  but 
a  locum  tenens  of  a  consul  only  during  the  latter's 
temporary  absence  or  illness ;  he  possesses,  therefore, 
consular  character  for  such  time  only  as  he  actually 
is  the  locum  tenens. 

The  British  Consular  Service  consists  of  the  fol- 
lowing six  ranks:  (i)  Agents  and  consuls-general, 
commissioners  and  consuls-general;  (2)  consuls- 
general;  (3)  consuls;  (4)  vice-consuls;  (5)  consular 
agents;  (6)  proconsuls.  In  the  British  Consular 
Service  proconsuls  only  exercise,  as  a  rule,  the 
notarial  functions  of  a  consular  officer. 
ConiaiB  §  423.  Although  consuls  conduct  their  correspon- 

wite  k>      dence  directly  with  their  home  Govenmient,  they  are 
Dipio-       nevertheless,  according  to  the  Municipal  Law  of  their 
Enyoyi.     homc  State  and  according   to  Litemational  Law, 
subordinate  to  the  diplomatic  envoy  of  their  home 
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Gfovenunent  accredited  to  the  State  in  which  they 
administer  the  consular  offices.  The  diplomatic 
envoy  has  full  authority  and  control  over  the  consuls. 
He  can  give  instructions  and  orders,  which  they  have 
to  execute.  Jn  doubtful  cases  they  have  to  ask  his 
advice  and  instructions.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
diplomatic  envoy  has  to  protect  the  consuls  in  case 
they  are  injured  by  the  local  Government. 


m 
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HftH,  S  105— Phfllimore,  n.  $  250— Halleoki  I.  p.  371— UDmAim,  $  48 
— ^Bnlmerineq  in  Holtzendorff,  III.  pp.  702-706— -Rivler,  L  $  41 — 
Galvoy  IIL  SS  1378-1384— Bonfils,  Nob.  749-752— Piradier-FodM, 
IV.  SS  2056-2067— Fiore,  IL  Nob.  1181-1 182— Martens,  n.  {  21. 

§  424.  International  Law  has  no  rules  in  regard  to  Qaaiifioa- 
the  qualifications  of  an  individual  whom  a  State  can  oancu- 
appoint  consul.    Many  States,  however,  possess  such  ^*®*" 
rules  in  their  Municipal  Law  as  far  as  professional 
consuls    are    concerned.      The    question,    whether 
female    consuls    could    be    appointed,    cannot    be 
answered  in  the  negative,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  no 
State  is  obliged  to  grant  female  consuls  the  exequatur j 
and  many  States  would  at  present  certainly  refuse  it. 

§  425.  According  to  International  Law  aState  is  not  No  state 
at  all  obliged  to  admit  consuls.    But  the  commercial  Li^u 
interests  of  all  the  States  are  so  powerful  that  practi-  ^"■"^• 
cally  every  State  must  admit  consuls  of  foreign  Powers, 
as  a  State  which  refused  such  admittance  would  in 
its  turn  not  be  allowed  to  have  its  own  consuls 
abroad.    The  commercial  and  consular  treaties  be- 
tween two  States  stipulate  as  a  rule  that  the  contract- 
ing States  shall  have  the  right  to  appoint  consuls  in 
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all  those  parts  of  each  other's  country  in  which 
consuls  of  third  States  are  already  or  shall  in  future 
be  admitted.  Cionsequently,  a  State  cannot  refuse 
admittance  to  a  consul  of  one  State  for  a  certain 
district  if  it  admits  a  consul  of  another  State.  But 
as  long  as  a  State  has  not  admitted  any  other  State's 
consul  for  a  district,  it  can  refuse  admittance  to  a 
consul  of  the  State  anxious  to  organise  consular 
service  in  that  district.  Thus,  for  instance,  Eussia 
refused  for  a  long  time  for  political  reasons  to  admit 
consuls  in  Warsaw. 

§  426.  There  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  within  the 
kind  of      faculty  of  every  full-Sovereign  State  to  appoint  con- 
appoint      suls.    As  regards  not  full-Sovereign  States,  every- 
^^"^-     thing  depends  upon  the  special  case.    As  foreign 
States  can  appoint  consuls  in  States  under  suzerainty, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that,  provided  the  contrary  is 
not  specially  stipulated  between  the  vassal  and  the 
suzerain  State,  and  provided  the  vassal  State  is  not 
one  which  has  no  position  within  the  Family  of 
Nations,^  a  vassal  State  is  in  its  turn  competent  to 
appoint  consuls  in  foreign  States.      In  regard  to 
member-States  of  a  Federal  State  it  is  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  Federal  State  which  settles  the  question. 
Thus,  according  to  the  Constitution  of  Germany,  the 
Federal  State  is  exclusively  competent  to  appomt 
consuls,  in  contradistinction  to   diplomatic  envoys 
who  may  be  sent  and  received  by  every  member- 
State  of  the  German  Empire. 
Mode  of         §  427.  Consuls  are  appointed  through  a  patent  or 
mottt^aad    commission,  the  so-called  Lettre  de  provision^  of  the 
of  Admit-   State  whose  consular  office  they   are  intended    to 
administer.     Vice-consuls  are  sometimes,  and  agents- 
consular  are  always,  appointed  by  the  consul,  subject 

^  See  above,  $  91. 
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to  the  approval  of  the  home  State.  Admittance  of 
consuls  takes  place  through  the  so-called  exequatur ^ 
granted  by  the  head  of  the  admitting  State.  The 
diplomatic  envoy  of  the  appointing  State  hands  the 
patent  of  the  appointed  consul  on  to  the  Secretary 
for  Foreign  Affairs  for  communication  to  the  head  of 
the  State,  and  the  exequatur  is  given  either  in  a  special 
document  or  by  means  of  the  word  exequatur  written 
across  the  patent.  JBut  the  exequatur  can  be  refused 
for  personal  reasons.  Thus,  in  1 869  England  refused 
the  exequatur  to  an  Irishman  named  Haggerty,  who  was 
naturalised  in  the  United  States  and  appointed  Ameri- 
can consul  for  Glasgow.  And  the  exequatur  can  be 
withdrawn  for  personal  reasons  at  any  moment.  Thus, 
in  1834  France  withdrew  it  from  the  Prussian  consul 
at  Bayonne  for  having  helped  in  getting  into  Spain 
supplies  of  arms  for  the  Carlists. 

§  428.  As  the  appointment  of  consuls  takes  place  in  Appoint- 
the  main  for  commercial  purposes  only,  and  has  merely  ^^ 
local  importance  without  any  political  consequences,  S^^®" 
it  is  maintained^  that  a  State  does  not  indirectly  nition. 
recognise  a  newly  created  State  ipso  facto  by  appoint- 
ing a  consul  to  a  district  in  such  State.    This  opinion, 
however,  does  not   agree  with  the  facts  of  inter- 
national life.     Since  no  consul  can  exercise  his  func- 
tions before  he  has  handed  over  his  patent  to  the 
local  State  and  received  the  latter's  exequatur^  it  is 
evident  that  thereby  the  appointing  State  enters  into 
such  formal  intercourse  with  the  admitting  State  as 
indirectly  ^  involves  recognition. 

^  Hall,  SS  26*  and  105.  '  See  above,  §  72. 
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HaO,  S  lof—FfaflUnMm,  IL  {{  3$7-26o— Tft^or,  {  337— HaDack,  L 
pp.  580-385— Unmaim,  §  $1— BulmafiiMq  in  HoUinWlnrft  in. 
PP«  758-749^BiTier,  L  f  42— €«lvo,  IIL  SS  1421-1429— Bonfik, 
Not.  762-77 i^-Pkadiar-FodM,  IV.  SS  2069-21 13— liare,  IL  Not. 
1184-1185— Martoni,  IL  {  23. 

onOoD-  '      §429-  Although  consuls  are  appointed  chiefly  in 
j^^y^^  the  interest  of  commerce,  industry,  and  navigation, 
in  g«ninL  they  are  nevertheless  charged  with  various  functions 
for  other  purposes.     Custom,  conmiercial  and  con- 
sular treaties.  Municipal  Laws,  and  Municipal  Con- 
sular Instructions  contain  detailed  rules  in  regard  to 
these  functions.    They  may  be  grouped  under  the 
heads  of  fosterage  of  commerce  and  industry,  super- 
vision of  navigation,  protection,  notarial  functions. 
Fotfttraga       §  43^-  As  consuls  are  appointed  in  the  interest  of 
^  ^'^"lind  ^^^^^^^^r^®  *^d  industry,  they  must  be  allowed  by  the 
indiMiry.    receiving  State  to  watch  over  the  execution  of  the 
commercial  treaties  of  their  home  State,  to  send 
reports  to  the  latter  in  regard  to  ever3rthing  which 
can  influence  the  development  of  its  commerce  and 
industry,  and  to  give  such  information  to  the  merchants 
and  manufacturers  of  the  appointing  State  as  is 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  their  interests.     The 
Municipal  Laws  of  the  different  States  and  their 
Consular  Instructions  comprise  detailed    rules   on 
these  consular  functions  which  are  of  the  greatest 
importance.     Consular  reports,  on  the  one  hand,  and 
consular  information  to  members  of  the  commercial 
world,  on  the  other,  have  in  the  past  and  the  present 
rendered    valuable  assistance  to    the    development 
of  the  commerce  and  industry  of  their  home  States. 
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§  43 1 .  Another  task  of  consuls  consists  in  super-  Super- 
vision of  the  navigation  of  the  appointing  State.  A  "^^^ 
consul  at  a  port  must  be  allowed  to  keep  his  eye  on  ^^* 
all  merchantmen  sailing  under  the  flag  of  his  home 
State  which  enter  the  port,  to  control  and  legalise 
their  ship  papers,  to  exercise  the  power  of  inspecting 
them  on  their  arrival  and  departure,  to  settle  dis- 
putes between  the  master  and  the  crew  or  the  pas- 
sengers. He  assists  sailors  in  distress,  undertakes  the 
sending  home  of  shipwrecked  crews  and  passengers, 
attests  averages.  It  is  neither  necessary  nor  pos- 
sible to  enumerate  all  the  duties  and  powers  of 
consuls  in  regard  to  supervision  of  navigation. 
Consular  and  commercial  treaties,  on  the  one  hand, 
and,  on  the  other,  Municipal  Laws  and  Consular 
Instructions,  comprise  detailed  rules  regarding  these 
consular  functions.  It  should,  however,  be  added 
that  consuls  must  assist  in  every  possible  way  any 
public  vessel  of  their  home  State  which  enters  their 
port,  if  the  commander  so  requests.  But  consuls 
have  no  power  of  supervision  over  such  public 
vessels. 

§  432.  The  protection  which  consuls  must  by  the  Piotec- 
receiving  State  be  allowed  to  provide  for  the  subjects  *^^°' 
of  the  appointing  State  is  a  very  important  task. 
For  that  purpose  consuls  keep  a  register,  in  which 
these  subjects  can  have  their  names  and  addresses 
recorded.  They  make  out  passports,  they  have  to 
render  a  certain  assistance  and  help  to  paupers  and 
the  sick,  to  litigants  before  the  Courts.  K  a  foreign 
subject  is  wronged  by  the  local  authorities,  his  consul 
has  to  give  him  advice  and  help,  and  has  eventually 
to  interfere  on  his  behalf.  If  a  foreigner  dies,  his 
consul  may  be  approached  for  securing  the  property 
and  for  rendering  all  kind  of  assistance  and  help  to 
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the  family  of  the  deceased.  As  a  rule,  a  consul 
exercises  protective  functions  over  subjects  of  the 
appointing  State  only  ;  but  the  latter  may  charge  him 
with  the  protection  of  subjects  of  other  States  which 
have  not  nominated  a  consul  for  his  district. 
2^^  §  433-  Very  important,  too,  are  the  notarial  and  the 
like  functions  with  which  consuls  are  charged.  They 
attest  and  legalise  signatures,  examine  witnesses 
and  administer  oaths  for  the  purpose  of  procuring 
evidence  for  the  Courts  and  other  authorities  of  the 
appointing  State.  They  conclude  marriages  of  the 
latter's  subjects,  take  charge  of  their  wills,  legalise 
their  adoptions,  register  their  births  and  deaths. 
They  provide  authorised  translations  for  the  local  as 
well  as  for  the  home  authorities,  and  furnish  attesta- 
tions of  many  kinds.  All  consular  functions  of  this 
kind,  too,  are  specialised  by  Municipal  Laws  and 
Consular  Instructions.  But  it  should  be  emphasised 
that  whereas  fosterage  of  commerce,  supervision  of 
navigation,  and  protection  are  functions  the  exercise 
of  which  must,  according  to  a  customary  rule  of 
International  Law,  be  granted  to  consuls  by  the 
receiving  States,  their  notarial  functions  need  not  be 
permitted  by  the  admitting  State  in  the  absence  of 
treaty  stipulations. 
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Halli  5  105— Phillimorei  11.  §5  261-271— Halleok,  I.  pp.  37i~379— 
Taylor,  §§  326,  332-333^UlImaim,  $S  50,  52— Bulmerineq  in 
Holtzendarf^  in.  pp.  710-720— Bivier,  I.  {  42— GalvOi  HI.  {{  1385- 
1420— Bonfils,  N08.  753-761— Pradier-Fod^r^,  IV.  $$  2114-2121— 
Fiore,  II.  No.  1183— Martons,  II.  {  22— Bodin,  <<L6b  immmiit^s 
oonsidaireB  "  (1899). 

§  434.  Like  diplomatic  envoys,  consuls  are  PoBition. 
simply  objects  of  International  Law.  Such  rights 
as  they  have  are  granted  to  them  by  Municipal  Laws 
in  compliance  with  the  rights  of  the  appointing  States 
accordhig  to  Litemational  Law.^  As  regards  their 
position,  it  should  nowadays  be  an  established  and 
uncontested  fact  that  consuls  do  not  enjoy  the  posi- 
tion of  diplomatic  envoys,  since  no  Christian  State 
actually  grants  to  foreign  consuls  the  privileges  of 
diplomatic  envoys.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be 
incorrect  to  maintain  that  their  position  is  in  no  way 
diffe«nt  from  d^t  of  «.y  oU.^  individud  u4 
within  the  consular  district.  Since  they  are  ap- 
pointed by  foreign  States  and  have  received  the 
exequatur,  they  are  pubUcly  recognised  by  the 
admitting  State  as  agents  of  the  appointing  State. 
Of  course,  consuls  are  not  diplomatic  representatives, 
for  they  do  not  represent  the  appointing  States  in  the 
totality  of  their  international  relations,  but  for  a 
limited  niunber  of  tasks  and  for  local  purposes  only. 
Yet  they  bear  a  recognised  public  character,  in 
contradistinction  to  mere  private  individuals,  and, 
consequently,  their  position  is  different  from  that  of 

^  Sm  above,  §  384. 
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mere  private  individuals.  This  is  certainly  the  case 
with  regard  to  professional  consuls,  who  are  officials  of 
their  home  State  and  are  specially  sent  to  the  foreign 
State  for  the  purpose  of  administering  the  consular 
office.  But  in  regard  to  non-professional  consuls 
it  must  likewise  be  maintained  that  the  admitting 
State  by  granting  the  exequatur  recognises  their 
official  position  towards  itself,  which  demands  at 
least  a  special  protection  of  their  persons  and  re- 
sidences. The  official  position  of  consuls,  however, 
does  not  involve  direct  intercourse  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  admitting  State.  Consuls  are  appointed 
for  local  purposes  only,  and  they  have,  therefore,  direct 
intercourse  with  the  local  authorities  only.  K  they 
want  to  approach  the  Government  itself,  they  can  do 
so  only  through  the  diplomatic  envoy,  to  whom  they 
are  subordinate. 
Consoiar  §  435-  fVom  the  undoubted  official  position  of 
PrivUegea.  QQJ^^lg  j^q  universally  recognised  privileges  of  import- 
ance emanate  as  yet.  Apart  from  the  special  protec- 
tion due  to  consuls  according  to  International  Law, 
there  is  neither  a  custom  nor  a  universal  agreement 
between  the  Powers  to  grant  them  important  privi- 
leges. Such  privileges  as  consuls  actually  enjoy  are 
granted  to  them  either  by  courtesy  or  in  compliance 
with  special  stipulations  of  a  Commercial  or  Consular 
Treaty  between  the  sending  and  the  admitting  State. 
I  doubt  not  that  in  time  the  Powers  will  agree  upon 
a  universal  treaty  in  regard  to  the  position  and  privi- 
leges of  consuls.^  Meanwhile,  it  is  of  interest  to  take 
notice  of  some  of  the  more  important  stipulations 
which  are  to  be  found  in  the  innumerable  treaties 


^  The  InBtitnte  of  International  le$  imtimniUi  eonmlairet  oom- 
Law  at  its  meeting  at  Venice  prising  twenty-one  articles.  See 
in  1896  adopted  a  Biglement  aur    Annnairei  XV.  p.  304. 
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between  the  different  States   in  regard  to  consular 
privileges : 

(i)  A  distinction  is  very  often  made  between  pro- 
fessional and  non-professional  consuls  in  so  far  as 
the  former  is  accorded  more  privileges  than  the 
latter. 

(2)  Although  consuls  are  not  exempt  irom  the 
local  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction,  the  latter  is  in 
regard  to  professional  consuls  often  limited  to  crimes 
of  a  more  serious  character. 

(3)  In  many  treaties  it  is  stipulated  that  consular 
archives  shall  be  inviolable  from  search  or  seizure. 
Consuls  are  therefore  obliged  to  keep  their  official 
documents  and  correspondence  separate  from  their 
private  papers. 

(4)  Inviolability  of  the  consular  buildings  is  also 
sometimes  stipulated,  so  that  no  officer  of  the  local 
police,  Courts,  and  so  on,  can  enter  these  buildings 
without  special  permission  of  the  consul.  But  it  is 
then  the  duty  of  consuls  to  surrender  criminals  who 
have  taken  refuge  in  these  buildings. 

(5)  Professional  consuls  are  often  exempt  from  all 
kinds  of  rates  and  taxes,  from  the  liability  to  have 
soldiers  quartered  in  their  houses,  from  the  duty  to 
appear  in  person  as  witnesses  before  the  Courts.  In 
the  latter  case  either  consuls  have  to  send  in  their 
evidence  in  writing,  or  their  evidence  may  be  taken 
by  a  commission  on  the  premises  of  the  consulate. 

(6)  Consuls  of  aU  kinds  have  the  right  to  put  up 
the  arms  of  the  appointing  State  over  the  door  of  the 
consular  buildmg  and  to  hoist  the  national  flag. 
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VI 
Tbbmination  of  Consulab  Office 

Hall,  5  105— nUmann,  $  49— Bulmerinoq  in  Holizendorff^  III.  708 — 
Bivier,  L  $  41— Calvo,  III.  SS  1382,  1383,  1450— Bonfils,  No.  775-- 
Flore,  n.  No.  ii87~Mart6nB,  II.  |  21. 

Un-  §  43^*  Death  of  the  consul,  withdrawal  of  the  exe- 

donbted     quatur^  recall  or  dismissal,  and,  lastly,  war  between 
T^^hii.    the  appointing  and  the  admitting  State,  are  universally 
^^'         recognised  causes  of  termination  of  the  consular  office. 
When  a  consul  dies  or  war  breaks  out,  the  consular 
archives  must  not  be  touched  by  the  local  authorities. 
They  remain  either  under  the  care  of  an  employ i  of 
the  consulate,  or  a  consul  of  another  State  takes 
charge  of  them  until  the  successor  of  the  deceased 
arrives  or  peace  is  concluded. 
Doabtfui        §437*  I^  ^8  ^o^  certain  in  practice  whether  the 
Srmhu^    offi^  of  *  consul  terminates  when  his  district,  through 
tion.         cession,  conquest  followed  by  annexation,  or  revolt, 
becomes  the  property  of  another  State.    The  question 
ought  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  because  the 
exequatur  given  to  such  consul  originates  from  a 
Government  which  now  no  longer  possesses  the  terri- 
tory.    A  practical  instance  of  this  question  occurred 
in  1836,  when  Belgium,  which  was   then  not  yet 
recognised  by  Bussia,  declared  that  she  would  hence- 
forth no  longer  treat  the  Bussian   consul  Aegi  at 
Antwerp  as  consul,  because  he  was  appointed  before 
the  revolt   and  had  his  exequatur  granted  by  the 
Government  of  the  Netherlands.    Although  Belgium 
gave  way  in  the  end  to  the  urgent  remonstrances 
of  Bussia,  her  original  attitude  was  legally  correct. 
Change  in  '    §  438.  It  is  universally  recognised  that,  in  contra- 
ship  M^*^   distinction  to   a  diplomatic   mission,   the  consular 
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office  does  not  come  to  an  end  through  a  change  g'»*«»no 
in  the  headship  of  the  appointing  or  the  admitting  Tennin». 
State.    Neither  a  new  patent  nor  a  new  exequatur  is  *^°- 
therefore  necessary  whether  another  king  comes  to 
the  throne  or  a  monarchy  turns  into  a  republic,  and 
the  like. 


vn 

Consuls  in  Non-Chbistian  States 

Tarring,  "  British  Gonralar  Jarisdiotion  in  the  East "  (1887)— HaU, 
*'  Foreign  Powen  and  Jnriadiotion,*'  ${  64-85— Halleok,  I.  pp.  385- 
398— Phillimore,  U.  H  272-277— Taylor,  J5  33i-333^TwiBs,  I. 
S  136— Wheaton,  {  1 10— XJUmann,  ${  54-55— Bnlmerinoq  in 
Holteendorfl;  IIL  pp.  720-738— Biyiery  I.  §  43— GalvOi  III. 
{{  1431-1449— Bonfilfl,  Not.  776-791— Pwwdor-Fod^r^,  IV.  2122- 
2138— Marft^u,  n.  S$  24-26 — ^Martens,  **  KonsolarwMen  nnd 
Konmlaijarisdiotion  im  Orient*'  ((German  translation  from  the 
Bnssian  original  by  Skerst,  1874)— Broillat,  '*Etade  historiqne  et 
critique  sor  les  joridiotions  consnlaires  *'  (1898) — ^lippmann,  *'  Die 
Konsolarjiuisdiotion  im  Orient "  (1898)— Verg^,  **  Dee  consols  dans 
les  pays  d'ocddent "  (1903). 

§  439.  Fundamentally  different  from  their  regular  Position  of 
position  is  that  of  consuls  in  non-Christian  States,  ^^^^, 
with  the  single  exception  of  Japan.     In  the  Christian  2^^*" 
countries  of  the  West  alone  consuls  have,  as  has 
been  stated  before  (§418),  lost  jurisdiction  over  the 
subjects  of  the  appointing  States.  In  the  Mohammedan 
States  consuls  not  only  retained  their  original  juris- 
diction, but  the  latter  became  by-and-by  so  extended 
through  the  so-called  Capitulations  that  the  com- 
petence of  consuls  comprised  soon  the  whole  civil 
and  criminal  jurisdiction,  the  power  of  protection 
of  the  privileges,  the  life,   and  property  of  their 
countrymen,  and  even  the  power  to  expel  one  of 
their  countrymen  for  bad  conduct.    And  custom 
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and  treaties  secured  to  consuls  inviolability,   exter- 
ritoriality,  ceremonial  honoui%,    and    miscellaneous 
other  rights,  so  that  there  is  no  doubt  that  their 
position  is  materially  the  same  as  that  of  diplomatic 
envoys.    From  the  Mohanmiedan  countries  this  posi- 
tion of  consuls  has  been  extended  and  transferred  to 
China,  Japan,  Korea,  Persia,  and  other  non-Christian 
countries,  but  in  Japan  the  position  of  consuls  shrank 
in  1899  into  that  of  consuls  in  Christian  States. 
ConitiUr        §  440.  International  custom  and  treaties  lay  down 
tionin*'     the   rule  only    that  all  the  subjects    of  Christian 
cSristiwi    St**®s  residing  in  non-Christian  States  shall  remain 
stAtei.      under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  home  State  as  exer- 
cised  by   their   consuls.^    It   is  a  matter   for  the 
Municipal  Laws  of  the  different  Christian  States  to 
organise  this  consular  jurisdiction.     AU  States  have 
therefore  enacted  statutes  dealing  with  this  matter. 
As  regards  Great  Britain,  several  Orders  in  Council 
and  the  Foreign  Jurisdiction  Act  (53  &  54  Vict.,  c.  37) 
of  1890  are  now  the  legal  basis  of  the  consular  juris- 
diction.   The  working  of  this  consular  jurisdiction  is, 
however,  not  satisfactory  in  regard  to  the  so-called 
mixed  cases.     As  the  national  consul  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction  over  the  subjects  of  his  home  State,  he 
exercises  this  jurisdiction  also  in  cases  in  which  the 
plaintiff  is  a  native  or  a  subject  of  another  Christian 
State,  and  which  are  therefore  called  mixed  cases. 
Inter-  §  44  ^  •  To  overcome  in  some  points  the  disadvan- 

c5urte"in    *^®^    ^^  *^®  cousular  jurisdiction,  an  interesting 
Egypt-       experiment  is  being  made  in  Egypt.     On  the  initia- 
tive of  the  Khedive,  most  of  the  Powers  in  1875 
agreed  upon  an  organisation  of  International  Courts 
in  Egypt  for  mixed  cases.^    These  Courts  began 

^  See  above,  $  318. 

^  SeeHoUandy  The  European  Concert  in  the  Eartem  Question, 
pp.  101-102. 
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their  functions  in  1876.  They  axe  in  the  main  com- 
petent for  mixed  civil  cases,  mixed  criminal  cases  of 
importance  remaining  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
national  consuls.  There  are  three  International 
Courts  of  first  instance — namely,  at  Alexandria,  Cairo, 
and  Ismailia  (formerly  at  Zagazig),  and  one  Inter- 
national Court  of  Appeal  at  Alexandria.  The  tribunals 
of  first  instance  are  each  composed  of  three  natives 
and  four  foreigners,  the  Court  of  Appeal  is  composed 
of  four  natives  and  seven  foreigners. 

§  442.  There     is    no    doubt     that    the    present  Bxcep- 
position  of  consuls  in  non-Christian  States  is  in  every  chS^ter 
point  an  exceptional  one,  which  does  not  agree  with  9^^^'' 
the  principles  of  International  Law  otherwise  uni-  chrutian 
versally  recognised.    But  the  position  is  and  must 
remain  a  necessity  as  long  as  the  civilisation  of  non- 
Christian  States  has  not  developed  their  ideas  of 
justice  in  accordance  with  the  Christian  ideas,  so  as 
to  preserve  the  life,  property,  and  honour  of  foreigners 
before  native  Courts.     Japan  is  an  example  of  the 
readiness  of  the  Powers   to   consent  to   the  with- 
drawal of  consular  jurisdiction  in  non-Christian  States 
as  soon  as  they  have  reached   a  certain  level  of 
civilisation. 
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CHAPTEE  IV 

MISCELLANEOUS  AGENGIES 

I 

A&MBD  Forces  on  Foreign  Tebbitobt 

Hall,  {{  54,  56,  102— Halleok,  L  pp.  477-479^Plu]lim0re,  L  {  341— 
Taylor,  {  131— Twim,  L  S  i65~Wheaton,  {  99— WertUe,  L 
p.  255 — Stoerk  In  Holtz«ndorfl^  H.  pp.  664-666 — Bivier,  I.  pp.  333- 
335— Calvo,  lEL  $  1560— Kore,  L  Noi.  528-529. 

j^j^j^  §  443.  Armed    forces    are    organs  of  the    State 

Forces       whlch  maintains    them,  because    such    forces    are 
Organs,      created  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  indepen- 
dence, authority,  and  safety  of  the  State.     And  in 
this  respect  it  matters  not  whether  armed  forces  are 
at  home  or  abroad,  for  they  are  organs  of  their  home 
State  even  when  on  foreign  territory,  provided  only 
they  are  there  in  the  service  of  their  State  and  not 
for  their  own  purposes.    For  if  a  body  of  armed 
soldiers  enters  foreign  territory  without  orders  from 
or  otherwise  in  the  service  of  its  State,  but  on  its  own 
account,  be  it  for  pleasure  or  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
mitting acts  of  violence,  it  is  no  longer  an  organ  of  its 
State. 
Oooasiona       §  444*  Besides  war,  there  are  several  occasions  for 
to  Armed  armed  forces  to  be  on  foreign  territory  in  the  service, 
abroad,      of  their  home  State.    Thus,  a  State  may  have  a  right 
to  keep  troops  in  a  foreign  fortress  or  to  send  troops 
through  foreign  territory.      Thus,  further,  a  State 
which  has  been  victorious  in  war  with  another  may, 
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after  the  conclusion  of  peace,  occupy  a  part  of  the 
territory  of  its  former  opponent  as  a  guarantee  for 
the  execution  of  the  Treaty  of  Peace.  After  the 
Franco-Gterman  war,  for  example,  the  Germans  in 
1 87 1  occupied  a  part  of  the  territory  of  France 
until  the  final  instalments  of  the  indemnity  for  the 
war  costs  of  five  milliards  of  francs  were  paid.  It 
may  also  be  a  case  of  necessity  for  the  armed  forces 
of  a  State  to  enter  foreign  territory  and  commit  acts 
of  violence  there,  such  as  the  British  did  in  the  case 
of  the  "  Caroline."  ^ 

§  445.  Whenever  armed  forces  are  on  foreign  terri-  Position 
tory  in  the  service  of  their  home  State,  they  are  con-  Forces 
sidered  exterritorial  and  remain,  therefore,  under  the  ^^^ 
jurisdiction  of  the  latter.  A  crime  committed  by  a 
member  of  the  force  on  foreign  territory  cannot  be 
punished  by  the  local  civil  or  military  authorities, 
but  only  by  the  commanding  officer  of  the  forces  or 
by  other  authorities  of  its  home  State.^  This  is,  how- 
ever, valid  only  in  case  the  crime  is  committed  either 
within  the  place  where  the  force  is  stationed,  or  any- 
where else  where  the  criminal  was  on  duty.  If,  for 
example,  soldiers  belonging  to  a  foreign  garrison  of 
a  fortress  leave  the  rayon  of  the  latter,  not  on  duty 
but  for  recreation  and  pleasure,  and  then  and  there 
commit  a  crime,  the  local  authorities  are  competent 
to  punish  them. 

§  446.  An  excellent  example  of  the  position  of  Case  of 
armed  forces  abroad  is  furnished  by  the  case  of  *'**^'®^- 
McLeod,^   which    occurred    in    1841.      Alexander 

1  See  above,  §  133,  and  below,  authorities,  such  as  Bar  (Lehrbuch 

{  446.  des  intemationalen  Privat-  and 

'  This  is  nowadays  the  opinion  Strafreeht  (1892),  p.  351),    and 

of  the  yast  majority  of  writers  on  Blvier  (Lp*  333*) 

International  Law.     There  are,  *  See  Wnarton,  I.  $  21. 
however,   still  a  few   dissenting 

I  I  2 


484  MISCELLANEOUS  AGENCIES 

McLeod,  who  was  a  member  of  the  British  force  sent 
by  the  Canadian  Government  in  1837  into  the  terri- 
tory of  the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  capturing 
the  "  Caroline,"  a  boat  equipped  for  crossing  into 
Canadian  territory  and  taking  help  to  the  Canadian 
insurgents,  came  in  1 841  on  business  to  the  State  of 
New  York,  and  was  arrested  and  indicted  for  the 
killing  of  one  Amos  Durfee,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  on  occasion  of  the  capture  of  the  "  Caroline." 
The  English  Ambassador  at  Washington  demanded 
the  release  of  McLeod,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  crime  a  member  of  a  British 
armed  force  sent  into  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  by  the  Canadian  Government  acting  in  a  case 
of  necessity.  McLeod  was  not  released,  but  had  to 
take  his  trial ;  he  was,  however,  acquitted.  It  is  of 
importance  to  quote  a  passage  in  the  reply  of  Mr. 
Webster,  the  Secretary  of  Foreign  Aflfairs  of  the 
United  States,  to  a  note  of  the  British  Ambassador 
concerning  this  affair.  The  passage  runs  thus: — 
^^The  Government  of  the  United  States  entertains 
no  doubt  that,  after  the  avowal  of  the  transaction  as 
a  public  transaction,  authorised  and  imdertaken  by 
the  British  authorities,  individuals  concerned  in  it 
ought  not  ...  to  be  holden  personally  responsible 
in  the  ordinary  tribunals  for  their  participation 
in  it." 
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n 

Mbn-of-wab  in  Foreign  Waters 

Hall,  {{  54-55— Hftlleok,  I.  pp.  215-230— Lawrence,  §§  128-129— 
Phillimore,  11.  §5  344-350— Weatlake,  pp.  256-259— Taylor,  J  261— 
TwiBS,  I.  §  165— Whealon,  $  100— Bltmtsohli,  §  321 — Stoerk  in 
Holtsendorfl^  11.  pp.  434  and  446 — Pereb,  {$  11,  14,  15 — ^Heilbom, 
System,  pp.  24S-279— Rivier,  I.  pp.  333-335— Bonfils,  Nob.  614- 
623— OalTo,  III.  $$  1550-1559— Fiore,  I.  Nob.  547-550— Testa,  p.  86. 

§  447.  Men-of-war  are  State  organs  just  as  armed  Men-of- 
forces  are,  a  man-of-war  being  in  fact  a  part  of  the  Sgans!** 
armed  forces  of  a  State.  And  respecting  their 
character  as  State  organs,  it  matters  nought  whether 
men-of-war  are  at  home  or  in  foreign  territorial 
waters  or  on  the  High  Seas.  But  it  must  be  empha- 
sised that  men-of-war  are  State  organs  only  as  long 
as  they  are  manned  and  under  the  command  of  a 
responsible  officer,  and,  further,  as  long  as  they  are 
in  the  service  of  a  State.  A  shipwrecked  man-of-war 
abandoned  by  her  crew  is  no  longer  a  State  organ, 
nor  does  a  man-of-war  in  revolt  against  her  State  and 
sailing  for  her  own  purposes  retain  her  character  as 
an  organ  of  a  State.  On  the  other  hand,  public 
vessels  in  the  service  of  the  police  and  the  Custom 
House  of  a  State ;  further,  private  vessels  chartered  by 
a  State  for  the  transport  of  troops  and  war  materials ; 
and,  lastly,  vessels  carrying  a  head  of  a  State  and  his 
suite  exclusively,  are  also  considered  State  organs, 
and  are,  consequently,  in  every  point  treated  as 
though  they  were  men-of-war. 

§  448.  The  character  of  a  man-of-war  or  of  any  Proof  of 
other  vessel  treated  as  a  man-of-war  is,  in  the  first  „  Men-of 
instance,  proved  by  her  outward  appearance,  such  ^*'- 
vessels  flying  the  war  flag  and  the  pennant  of  their 
States.     If,  nevertheless,  the  character  of  the  vessel 
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seems  doubtful,  her  commission,  duly  signed  by  the 
authorities  of  the  State  which  she  appears  to  repre- 
sent, supplies  a  complete  proof  of  her  character  as  a 
man-of-war.  And  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  vessel  is  really  the  property  of  the 
State,  the  commission  being  sufficient  evidence  of 
her  character.  Vessels  chartered  by  a  State  for  the 
transport  of  troops  or  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  its 
head  are  indeed  not  the  property  of  such  State, 
although  they  bear,  by  virtue  of  their  commission, 
the  same  character  as  men-of-war.^ 

§  449.  Whereas  armed  forces  in  time  of  peace  have 
toMe^  no  occasion  to  be  abroad,  cases  of  a  special  right 
of-war  from  a  convention  and  cases  of  necessity  excepted, 
"^-  men-of-war  of  aU  maritime  States  possessing  a  navy 
are  constantly  crossing  the  High  Seas  in  all  parts  of 
the  world  for  all  kinds  of  purposes.  Occasions  for 
men-of-war  to  sail  through  foreign  territorial  waters 
and  to  enter  foreign  ports  necessarily  arise  there- 
from. And  a  special  convention  between  the  flag- 
State  and  the  riparian  State  is  not  necessary  to 
enable  a  man-of-war  to  enter  and  sail  through 
foreign  territorial  waters  and  to  enter  a  foreign  port. 
All  territorial  waters  and  ports  of  the  civilised  States 
are,  as  a  rule,  quite  as  much  open  to  men-of-war  as 
to  merchantmen  of  all  nations,  provided  they  are 
not  excluded  by  special  international  stipulations  or 
special  Municipal  Laws  of  the  riparian  States.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  must  be  emphasised  that,  provided 
special  international  stipulations  or  special  treaties 
between  the  flag-State  and  the  riparian  State  do 
not  prescribe  the  contrary  in  regard  to  one  port  or 
another  and  in  regard  to  certain  territorial  waters, 

^  Privateers  used  to  enjoy  the  same  character  and  exemptions  as 
men-of-war. 
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a  State  b  in  strict  law  always  competent  to  exclude 
men-of-war  from  all  or  certain  of  its  ports,  and 
from  those  territorial  waters  which  do  not  serve  as 
highways  for  international  traffic.^  And  a  State 
is,  further,  always  competent  to  impose  what  Condi- 
tions it  thinks  necessary  upon  men-of-war  which  it 
allows  to  enter  its  ports,  provided  these  conditions 
do  not  deny  to  men-of-war  their  universally  re- 
cognised privileges. 

§  450.  The    position    of   men-of-war    in    foreign  Pontion 
waters  is  characterised  by  the  fact  that  they  are  ^^'^^' 
called  "  floating  "  portions  of  the  flag-State.    For  at  ^^ 
the  present  time  a  customary  rule  of  International 
Law  is  universally  recognised  that  the  owner  State 
of  the  waters  into  which  foreign  men-of-war  enter 
must  treat  them  ui  every  point  as  though  they  were 
floating  portions  of  their  flag-State.^    Consequently, 
a  man-of-war,  with  aU  persons  and  goods  on  board, 
remains  under  the  jurisdiction  of  her  flag-State  even 
during  her  stay  in  foreign  waters.    No  official  of  the 
riparian  State  is  allowed  to  board  the  vessel  without 
special  permission  of  the  commander.     Crimes  com- 
mitted on  board  by  persons  in  the  service  of  the 
vessel  are  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 

1  The  matter  is  controversial.  United  States  recognised  the  fisMt 

See  above,  {  188,  and  Westlake,  I.  that  the  latter  had  no  jnrisdiotion 

r.  192,  in  contradistinction  to  Hall,  over  this  French  man-of-war.    In  * 

42.     ^  ^  the  case  of  the  *'  Constitution,"  an 

'  This  role  became  universally  American  man-of-war,  the  High 

recognised  during  the  nineteenth  Court  of  Admiralty  in  1879  ^®ld 

century  only.    Ok  the  change  of  that  foreign  public  ships  cannot  be 

doctrines  formerly  held   in  this  sued  in  Exiglish  Courts  for  salvage 

country  and  the  CFnited  States  of  (L.B.,  4  P.D.  39).  And  in  the  case 

America,  see    Hall,   $    54,    and  of  the "  Parlement  Beige "  (L.Bj 

Lawrence,  {    128.    English   and  5  P.D.  197)  the  Court  of  Appeal, 

American  Courts  recognise  now  affirmed  bv  the  House  of  Lonls,  in 

the    exterritoriality     of     foreign  1878    held    that   foreign    public 

public  vessels.    Thus,  in  the  case  vessels  cannot  be  sued  m  English 

of  the  "  Exchange  "  (7  Cranch,  Oourts  for  damages  for  collision. 
116),  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
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commander  and  the  other  home  authorities.  In- 
dividuals who  are  subjects  of  the  riparian  State  and 
are  only  temporarily  on  board  may,  although  they 
need  not,  be  taken  to  the  home  country  of  the  vessel, 
to  be  there  punished  if  they  commit  a  crime  on 
board.  Even  individuals  who  do  not  belong  to  the 
crew,  and  who  after  having  committed  a  crime  on  the 
territory  of  the  riparian  State  have  taken  refuge  on 
board,  cannot  be  forcibly  taken  out  of  the  vessel ; 
if  the  commander  refuses  their  surrender,  it  can  be 
obtained  only  by  means  of  diplomacy  from  the  home 
State. 

On  the  other  hand,  men-of-war  cannot  do  what  they 
like  in  foreign  waters.  They  are  expected  voluntarily 
to  comply  with  the  laws  of  the  riparian  States  with 
regard  to  order  in  the  ports,  the  places  for  casting 
anchor,  sanitation  and  quarantine,  customs,  and  the 
like.  A  man-of-war  which  refuses  to  do  so  can  be  ex- 
pelled, and,  if  on  such  or  other  occasions  she  commits 
acts  of  violence  against  the  officials  of  the  riparian 
State  or  against  other  vessels,  steps  may  be  taken 
against  her  to  prevent  further  acts  of  violence.  But 
it  must  be  emphasised  that  even  by  committing  acts  of 
violence  a  man-of-war  does  not  fall  under  the  juris- 
diction of  the  riparian  State.  Only  such  measures 
are  allowed  against  her  as  are  necessary  to  prevent 
her  from  further  acts  of  violence. 
Position  §451-  Of  some  importance  is  the  controversial 
when^on  question  respecting  the  position  of  the  commander 
Land         g^j^d  the  crcw  of  a  man-of-war  in  foreign  ports  when 

abroad.  ,      ,  ,   , 

they  are  on  land.  The  majority  of  publicists  distin- 
guish ^  between  a  stay  on  land  in  the  service  of  the 

^  There  are,  however,  several  ashore  are  in  every  case  under  the 

writers  on  International  Law  who  local  jurisdiction.  See,  for  instance, 

do  not  make  this  distinction,  and  Hall,  §  55 ;  Phillimore,  II.  $  346 ; 

who  maintain  that  commanders  Testa,  p.  109. 
or  members  of  the  crew  whilst 
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man-of-war  and  a  stay  for  other  purposes.  The  com- 
mander and  members  of  the  crew  on  land  officially 
in  the  service  of  their  vessel,  to  buy  provisions  or 
to  make  other  arrangements  respecting  the  vessel, 
remain  under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  their  home 
State,  even  for  crimes  they  commit  on  the  spot. 
Although  they  may,  if  the  case  makes  it  necessary, 
be  arrested  to  prevent  further  violence,  they  must  at 
once  be  surrendered  to  the  vessel.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  they  are  on  land  not  officially,  but  for  pur- 
poses of  pleasure  and  recreation,  they  are  under  the 
territorial  supremacy  of  the  riparian  State  like  any 
other  foreigners,  and  they  may  be  punished  for  crimes 
committed  ashore. 


m 

Agents  without  Diplomatic  or  Consular 

Character 

Hall,  a  103-104*— BltmtsohU,  §{  241-243— Ullmami,  $§  56-57— 
Heflfter,  $  222— Rivier,  I.  §  44— Calvo,  III.  J§  1 337-1 339— Piore,  IL 
Nos.   1 188-1 191— Martens,  11.  {  5. 

§452.  Besides  diplomatic  envoys  and  consuls,  States  Agents 
may  and  do  send  various  kinds  of  agents  abroad —  ^^^ 
namely,  public  political  agents,  secret  political  agents,  °^**^ 
spies,  commissaries,   bearers  of  despatches.      Their  character, 
position  is  not  the  same,  but  varies  according  to  the 
class  they  belong  to,  and  they  must  therefore  be 
severally  treated. 

§453.  Public  political  agents  are  agents  sent  by  PubUe 
one  Power  to   another  for  political  negotiations  of  Agents^ 
different  kinds.     They  may  be  sent  for  a  permanency 
or  for  a  limited  time  only.     As  they  are  not  invested 
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with  diplomatic  character,  they  do  not  receive  a 
Letter  of  Credence,  but  a  letter  of  recommendation 
or  commission  only.  They  may  be  sent  by  one  full- 
Sovereign  State  to  another,  but  also  by  and  to  insur- 
gents recognised  as  a  belligerent  Power,  and  by  and 
to  States  under  suzerainty.  Public  (or  secret)  political 
agents  without  diplomatic  character  are,  in  fact,  the 
only  means  for  personal  political  negotiations  with 
such  insurgents  and  States  under  suzerainty. 

As  regards  the  position  and  privileges  of  such 
agents,  it  is  obvious  that  they  enjoy  neither  the 
position  nor  the  privileges  of  diplomatic  envoys.* 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  they  have  a  public  character, 
being  admitted  as  public  political  agents  of  a  foreign 
State.  They  must,  therefore,  certainly  be  granted 
a  special  protection,  but  no  distinct  rules  concerning 
special  privileges  to  be  grwited  to  such  agents  seem 
to  have  grown  up  in  practice.  InviolabiUty  of  their 
persons  and  official  papers  ought  to  be  granted  to 
them.^ 
^^^^  §  454-  Secret  political  agents  may  be  sent  for  the 

A^Qts.  same  purposes  as  public  political  agents.  But  two 
kinds  of  secret  political  agents  must  be  distinguished. 
An  agent  may  be  secretly  sent  to  another  Power  with 
a  letter  of  recommendation  and  admitted  by  that 
Power.  Such  agent  is  a  secret  one  in  so  far  as  third 
Powers  do  not  know,  or  are  not  supposed  to  know,  of 
his  existence.  As  he  is,  although  secretly,  admitted 
by  the  receiving  State,  his  position  is  essentially  the 
same  as  that  of  a  public  political  agent.     On  the 

^  Heffter,  {  222,  is,  as  far  as  I        '  Ullmann,  $  56,  and  Bivier,  L 

know,    the   only    pnblioist    who  {  40,  maintain  that  they  mutt  be 

maintains  that  agents  not  invested  granted  ^e  privilege  of  inviola- 

with  diplomatic  oharaoter  must  biUty   to   the    same    extent    as 

nevertheless     be     granted     the  diplomatic  envoys, 
privileges  of   diplomatic  envoys. 
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Other  hand,  an  agent  may  be  secretly  sent  abroad  for 
political  purposes  without  a  letter  of  recommendation, 
and  therefore  without  being  formally  admitted  by 
the  Government  of  the  State  in  which  he  is  fulfilling 
his  task.  Such  agent  has  no  recognised  position 
whatever  according  to  International  Law.  He  is  not 
an  agent  of  a  State  for  its  relations  with  other  States, 
and  he  is  therefore  in  the  same  position  as  any  other 
foreign  individual  living  within  the  boundaries  of  a 
State.  He  may  be  expelled  at  any  moment  if  he 
becomes  troublesome,  and  he  may  be  criminally 
punished  if  he  commits  a  political  or  ordinary  crime. 
Such  secret  agents  are  often  abroad  for  the  purpose 
of  watching  the  movements  of  political  refugees  or 
partisans,  or  of  Socialists,  Anarchists,  Nihilists,  and 
the  like.  As  long  as  such  agents  do  not  turn  into 
so-caUed  agents  provocateurs,  the  local  authorities 
wiU  not  interfere. 

§455.  Spies  are  secret  agents  of  a  State  sent  Spies, 
abroad  ^  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  clandestinely 
information  in  regard  to  military  or  political  secrets. 
Although  all  States  constantly  or  occasionally  send 
spies  abroad,  and  although  it  is  neither  morally  nor 
politically  and  legally  considered  wrong  to  send  spies, 
such  agents  have,  of  course,  no  recognised  position 
whatever,  according  to  International  Law,  since  they 
are  not  agents  of  States  for  their  international  rela- 
tions. Every  State  punishes  them  severely  when 
they  are  caught  committing  an  act  which  is  a  crime 
by  the  law  of  the  land,  or  expels  them  if  they  cannot 
be  punished.  And  the  spy  cannot  legally  excuse 
himself  by  pleading  that  he  only  executed  the  orders 
of  his  Government.     The  latter,  on  the  other  hand, 

^  Concerning  spies  in  time  of  war,  see  below,  vol.  II.  $$  1 59  and 

210. 
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will  never  interfere,  since  it  cannot  officially  confess 
to  having  commissioned  a  spy. 
^™'  .  §  45^-  Commissaries  are  agents  sent  with  a  letter 

of  recommendation  or  commission  by  one  State  to 
another  for  negotiations,  not  of  a  political  but  of  a 
technical  or  administrative  character  only.  Such 
commissaries  are,  for  instance,  sent  and  received  for 
the  purpose  of  arrangements  between  the  two  States 
as  regards  railways,  post,  telegraphy,  navigation, 
dehneation  of  boundary  lines,  and  so  on.  A  distinct 
practice  of  guaranteeing  certain  privileges  to  such 
commissaries  has  not  grown  up,  but  inviolabiUty  of 
their  persons  and  official  papers  ought  to  be  granted 
to  them,  as  they  are  officially  sent  and  received  for 
official  purposes.  Thus  Germany,  in  1887,  in  the 
case  of  the  French  officer  of  police  Schnaeb^l6,  who 
was  invited  by  local  German  functionaries  to  cross 
the  German  frontier  for  official  purposes  and  then 
arrested,  recognised  the  rule  that  a  safe-conduct  is 
tacitly  granted  to  foreign  officials  whfen  they  enter 
officially  the  territory  of  a  State  with  the  consent  of 
the  local  authorities,  although  Schnaeb^l^  was  not  a 
commissary  sent  by  his  Government  to  the  German 
Government. 
Bearers  §457-  Individuals   commissioned  to  carry  official 

^tohefl.  despatches  from  a  State  to  its  head  or  to  diplomatic 
envoys  abroad  are  agents  of  such  State.  Despatch- 
bearers  who  belong  to  the  retinue  of  diplomatic 
envoys  as  their  couriers  must  enjoy,  as  stated  above 
(§  405)5  exemption  from  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction 
and  a  special  protection  in  the  State  to  which  the 
envoy  is  accredited,  and  a  right  of  innocent  passage 
through  third  States.  But  bearers  of  official  des- 
patches who  are  not  in  the  retinue  of  the  diplomatic 
envoys  employing  them  must  nevertheless  be  granted 


WITHOUT  DIPLOMATIC  OR  00N8ULAB  CHARACTER    493 

inviolability  for  their  person  and  official  papers,  pro- 
vided they  possess  special  passports  stating  their 
official  character  as  despatch-bearers.  And  the  same 
is  valid  respecting  bearers  of  despatches  between  the 
head  of  a  State  who  is  temporarily  abroad  and  his 
Government  at  home. 


IV 
International  C!ommissions 

Rivier,  I.  pp.  564-566— UUmuin,  {  58— GareiB,  {$  51-53— Liut,  §  16. 

§  458.  A  distinction  must  be  made  between  tem-  Penoa. 
porary   and   permanent    mtemational    commissions.  Contradis- 
The  former  consist  of  commissaries  delegated  by  two  ^^^^  *® 
or  more  States  to  arrange  all  kinds  of  non-political  g^[*^. 
matters,  such  as  railways,  post,  telegraphy,  navigation,  uonB. 
boundary  lines,  and  the  like.     Such  temporary  com- 
missions dissolve  as  soon  as  their  purpose  is  realised.^ 
Besides  temporary  commissions,  there  are,  however, 
permanent  commissions  in  existence.    They    have 
been  instituted  by  the  Powers  in  the  interest  of  free 
navigation  on  two  international  rivers  and  the  Suez 
Canal ;  further,  in  the  interest  of  international  sani- 
tation ;  thirdly,  in  the  interest  of  the  foreign  creditors 
of  several  States  unable  to  pay  the  interest  on  their 

^  The  position  of  their  memhers  differences  involving  neither 
has  been  discussed  above,  §  456.  honour  nor  vital  interests,  and 
Quite  novel  institutions  are  the  arrising  from  a  diffdrence  of 
£itemational  Commissions  of  opinion  on  matters  of  fact,  the 
Inquiry  reeommended  by  the  partiee  should  institute  an  Inter- 
Ha^e  Peace  Conference  of  1899.  national  Commission  of  Inquiry; 
Articles  9  to  14  of  the  Hague  this  commission  to  present  a  re- 
convention for  the  peaceful  adjust-  port  to  the  parties,  which  shiJl 
ment  of  international  differences  be  limited  to  a  statement  of  tiie 
provide     that,    in    international  facts.    (See  below,  vol.  II.  §  5.) 
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stocks;  and,  lastly,  concerning    the    treatment    of 

sugar. 
^^:  §  459-  ^ouT  international  commissions  have  been 

in  the  instituted  in  the  interest  of  navigation — ^namely,  two 
S  Ni?^  for  the  river  Danube,  one  for  the  Congo  river,  and 
tion.         one  for  the  Suez  Canal. 

1 .  With  regard  to  the  navigation  on  the  Danube, 
the  European  Danube  Commission  was  instituted  by 
article  i6  of  the  Peace  Treaty  of  Paris  in  1856. 
This  commission,  whose  members  are  appointed  by 
the  signatory  Powers  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  was  re- 
constituted by  the  Berlin  Conference  in  1878  and 
again  by  the  Conference  of  London  in  1883.  The 
commission  is  totally  independent  of  the  territorial 
Governments,  its  rights  are  clearly  defined,  and  its 
members,  offices,  and  archives  enjoy  the  privilege 
of  inviolability.  The  competence  of  the  European 
Danube  Commission  comprehends  the  Danube  from 
Ibraila  downwards  to  its  mouth.^ 

2.  The  above-mentioned  London  Conference  of 
1883  has  sanctioned  regulations^  in  regard  to  the 
navigation  and  river-police  of  the  Danube  from  the 
Iron  Gates  down  to  Ibraila,  and  has,  by  article  96 
of  these  regulations,  instituted  the  Mixed  Commission 
of  the  Danube  for  the  observance  of  the  regulations. 
The  members  of  this  Commission  are  delegates  from 
Austria-Hungary,  Bulgaria,  Boumania,  Servia,  and 
the  European  Danube  Commission — one  member 
from  each.^ 

3.  The  Powers  represented  at  the  Berlin  Congo 
Conference  of  1884  have  sanctioned  certain  regula- 
tions in  regard  to  navigation  on  the  Congo  river, 
and  have,  by  articles  1 7-2 1  of  the  General  Act  of 

^  Details  in  Twiss,  I.  ${  150-152.  *  Details  in  Twiss,  {  152. 

*  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  IX.  p.  394. 
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the  Conference,  instituted  an  International  Commis- 
sion of  the  Congo  for  the  observance  of  these  regula- 
tions. This  Commission,  in  which  every  signatory 
Power  may  be  represented  by  one  member,  is  totally 
independent  of  the  territorial  Gx)vemments,  and  its 
members,  offices,  and  archives  enjoy  the  privilege  of 
inviolability.^ 

4.  By  article  8  of  the  Treaty  of  Constantinople  of 
1888  in  regard  to  the  neutralisation  of  the  Suez 
Canal,  a  Commission  was  instituted  for  the  super- 
vision of  the  execution  of  that  treaty.  The  Com- 
mission consists  of  all  the  consuls  of  the  signatory 
Powers  in  Egypt.^ 

§  460.  Three   international  commissions    in    the  Oommis- 
interest  of  sanitation  are  in  existence.     For  the  pur-  ^^^ 
pose  of  supervising  the  sanitary  arrangements  in  con-  ^1®' 
nection  with  the  navigation  on  the  lower  part  of  tion. 
the  Danube,  the  International  Council  of  Sanitation 
was  instituted  at  Bucharest  in  1881.^     The  CanseU 
mipirieur  de  santS  at  Constantinople  has  the  task  of 
supervising  the  arrangements  concerning  cholera  and 
plague.    The  Conaeil  sanitaire  maritime  et  quaran- 
tenaire  at  Alexandria  has  similar  tasks  and  is  subject 
to  the  control  of  the  Conaeil  supMeur  de  santS  at 
Constantinople.* 

§  461.  Three  international  commissions  in  the  in-  Ctomxnis. 
terest  of  foreign  creditors  are  in  existence — ^namely,  it^i^ 
in  Turkey  since  1878,  in  Egypt  since  1880,  and  in  p^|^' 
Ghreece  since  1897.*^ 


Oreditors. 


1  Details  in  Calvo,  I.  $  334. 
Aooording  to  Liazt,  {  16,  II.  2,  this 
Commission  has  never  been  ap- 
pointed. 

^  See  above,  $  183. 

*  See  Article  6  of  the  Aete 
addiUonnel  d  VActe  puhUo  du 
2  navembre  1865  pour  ca  navigo' 


turn  dea  emhoueJmreg  du  Dcmkbe, 
signed  on  May  28, 1881 ;  Martens, 
N.B.G.  2nd  ser.  VIIL  p.  207. 

«  DetaUs  m  Liszt,  {  16,  lU. 

^  See  Marat,  Le  oontrdle  inter- 
national  9ur  le$  finaaufe$  dt 
VEgypte^  de  la  Qtice  et  de  la 
Twrguie  (1899). 
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§  462.  According  to  article  7  of  the  Brussels  Con- 
vention concerning  bounties  on  sugar,  a  permanent 


Perms- 
nent  Com 
mission 

So?  Sugar,  commission  was  instituted  in  1902  at  Brussels.^ 


Gharftctor 
of  Inter- 
national 
Offiees. 


Inter- 
national 
Telegraph 
Office. 


Inter- 
national 
Post 
Office. 


International  Offices 

Bivier,  I.  pp.  564-566— Xnimum,  §  58^LiiBt,  {  i7--Oareia,  $  52— 
Desoamps,  "  Lee  offices  intemationanx  et  leur  avenir  '*  (1894). 

§  463.  During  the  second  half  of  the  nineteenth 
century  a  great  number  of  States  constituted  by 
international  treaties  so-called  unions  for  non-political 
purposes.  The  business  of  these  unions  is  transacted 
by  international  offices  created  specially  for  that 
purpose.  The  functionaries  of  these  offices  enjoy, 
however,  ordinarily  no  privilege  whatever.  There 
are  at  present  nine  international  offices  in  existence, 
exclusive  of  the  International  Bureau  of  Arbitra- 
tion,^ which,  although  an  international  office,  has  no 
relation  with  those  here  discussed. 

§  464.  In  1868  was  created  the  international 
telegraph  office  of  the  International  Telegraph 
Union  at  Berne.  It  is  administered  by  four  func- 
tionaries under  the  supervision  of  the  Swiss  Bundes- 
rath .    It  edits  the  "  Journal  T^l^aphique  "  in  French.^ 

§  465.  The  pendant  of  the  international  telegraph 
office  is  the  international  post  office  of  the  Universal 
Postal  Union  at  Berne,  founded  in  1 874.  It  is  ad- 
ministered by  seven  functionaries  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  Swiss  Bundesrath  and  edits  a  monthly, 
"  L'Union  Postale,"  in  French,  German,  and  English.^ 


^  See  below,  {  591. 
^  See  below,  $  474. 


'  See  below,  {  580. 
*  See  below,  §  579. 
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§  466.  The    States  which    have    introduced    the  inter- 
metnc  system    of   weights    and  measures  created  offioeof 
in    1875    the    international  office  of  weights  and  ]^^*^ 
measures  in  Paris.     Of   functionaries  there   are   a  Measures, 
director  and  several  assistants.     Their  task  is  the 
custody  of  the  international  prototypes  of  the  mfetre 
and  kilogramme  and  the  comparison  of  the  national 
prototypes  with  the  international.^ 

§  467.  In  1883  an  International  Union  for  the  inter- 
Protection  of  Industrial  Property,  and  in  1 886  an  office  for 
International  Union  for  the  Protection  of  Works  of  ^tj^^f 
Literature  and  Art,  were  created,  with  an  international  Works  of 
office  in  Berne.  There  are  a  secretary-general  and  and  Art 
three  assistants,  who  edit  a  monthly,  "Le  Droit  Industrial 
d'Auteur,"  in  French.^  Property. 

§  468.  For  the  purpose  of  abolishing  the  slave  trade  inter- 
the  Brussels  Corierence  of  1890  created  an  inter-  Mwitlme 
national  maritime  office  at  Zanzibar.    Every  signatory  Office  at^ 
Power  has  a  right  to  be  represented  at  this  office  by 
a  delegate. 

6  460.  The  International  Union  for  the  Publication  inter- 
of  Customs  Tariffs,  concluded  in  1 890,  has  created  an  office  of 
international  office  at  Brussels.   There  are  a  director,  ^^^^ 
a  secretary,  and  ten  translators.    The  office  edits  the 
"  Bulletin  des  Douanes  "  in  French,  German,  English, 
Italian,  and  Spanish.^ 

§470.   Nine     States — ^namely,    Austria-Hungary,  Central 
Belgium,  France,  Germany,  Holland,  Italy,  Luxem-  SStOT-^' 
burg,  Bussia,    Switzerland — entered    in*  1890  into  ^^o^^ 
an  international   convention    in   regard    to    trans-  ports. 
ports  and  freights  on  railways  and  have  created  the 
"Office  Central  des  Transports  Intemationaux "  at 
Berne.* 

>  See  below,  {  582.  *  See  below,  $  585. 

*  See  below,  fS  583-584.  ^  See  below,  S  581. 
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Perma-  §47i«  The  States  which  concluded  on  March  5, 

of  the  1902,  at  Brussels  the  Convention  concerning  bounties 
^^^^  on  sugar  ^  have,  in  compliance  with  article  7  of  this 
tion.  Convention,  instituted  a  permanent  office  at  Brussels. 
The  task  of  this  office,  which  is  attached  to  the  per- 
manent commission,^  also  instituted  by  article  7, 
is  to  collect,  translate,  and  publish  information  of 
all  kinds  respecting  legislation  on  and  statistics  of 
sugar. 


VI 

The  International  Coubt  of  Abbitration 

OrganiBa-       §  47 2.  In  Compliance  with  articles  20  to  29  of  the 
Court 'in    Hague  Convention  for  the  peaceful  adjustment  of 
general,     international    differences,   the   signatory  Powers  in 
1900  organised  the  International  Court  of  Arbitra- 
tion at  the  Hague.      This  organisation  comprises 
three  distinct  bodies — ^namely,   the  Permanent  Ad- 
ministrative Council  of  the  Court,  the  International 
Bureau  of  the  Court,  and  the  Court  of  Arbitration 
itself.   But  a  fourth  body  must  also  be  distinguished — 
namely,  the  tribunal  to  be  constituted  for  the  deci- 
sion of  every  case. 
The  Per-        §  473.  The  Permanent  Council  (article   28)  con- 
Councu.     sists  of  the  diplomatic  envoys  of  the  signatory  Powers 
accredited  to  the  Netherlands  and  of   the  Dutch 
Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs,  who  acts  as  president  of 
the  Council.    At  least  nine  Powers  must  be  repre- 
sented at  the  Council.    The  task  of  the  latter  is  the 
control  of  the  International  Bureau  of  the  Court,  the 
appointment,  suspension,  and  dismissal  of  the  em- 

^  See  below,  $  591.  ^  See  al>oyei  $  462. 
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ploy  is  of  the  bureau,  and  the  decision  of  all  questions 
of  administration  with  regard  to  the  operations  of  the 
Court.  The  CJouncil  has,  further,  the  task  of  furnish- 
ing the  signatory  Powers  with  a  report  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  C!ourt,  the  working  of  the  administra- 
tion, and  the  expenses.  At  meetings  duly  summoned, 
the  presence  of  five  members  is  sufficient  to  give  the 
Council  power  to  deliberate,  and  its  decisions  are 
taken  by  a  majority  of  votes. 

§  474.  The  International  Bureau  (article  22)  serves  The  inter- 
as  the  Eegistry  for  the  Court.  It  is  the  intermediary  Bureau. 
for  communications  relating  to  the  meetings  of  the 
Court.  It  has  the  custody  of  the  archives  and  the 
conduct  of  all  the  administrative  business  of  the 
Court.  The  signatory  Powers  have  to  furnish  the 
Bureau  with  a  certified  copy  of  every  stipulation 
concerning  arbitration  arrived  at  between  them,  and 
of  any  award  concerning  them  rendered  by  a  special 
tribimal,  &c.  The  Bureau  is  (article  26)  authorised 
to  place  its  premises  and  its  staff  at  the  disposal  of 
the  signatory  Powers  for  the  work  of  any  special  * 
tribunal  of  arbitration  not  constituted  within  the 
International  Court  of  Arbitration.  The  expense 
(article  29)  of  the  Bureau  is  borne  by  the  signatory 
Powers  in  the  proportion  established  for  the  Inter- 
national Office  of  the  International  Postal  Union. 

§  475.  The  Court  of  Arbitration  (article  23)  con-  The  Court 
sists  of  a  large  number  of  individuals  "  of  recognised  ^on!^  ^'^ 
competence  in  questions  of  International  Law,  en- 
joying the  highest  moral  reputation,"  selected  and 
appointed  by  the  signatory  Powers.  No  more  than 
four  members  may  be  appointed  by  one  Power,  but 
two  or  more  Powers  may  unite  in  the  appointment 
of  one  or  more  members,  and  the  same  individual  may 

^  See  below,  voL  II.  $  20. 
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be  appointed  by  different  Powers.  Every  member  is 
appointed  for  a  term  of  six  years,  but  his  appointment 
may  be  renewed.  The  place  of  a  resigned  or  deceased 
member  is  to  be  refilled  by  the  respective  Powers. 
The  names  of  the  members  of  the  Court  thus  ap- 
pointed are  enrolled  upon  a  general  list,  which  is  to  be 
kept  up  to  date  and  communicated  to  all  the  signa- 
tory Powers.  The  Court  thus  constituted  has  juris- 
diction over  all  cases  of  arbitration,  unless  there  shall 
be  an  agreement  between  the  parties  for  a  special 
tribunal  of  arbitrators  not  selected  from  the  list  of  the 
members  of  the  Court  (article  21). 
T^e-  §  476.  The  Court  of  Arbitration  does  not  as  a  body 
Tribunal,  decide  the  cases  brought  before  it,  but  a  tribunal  is 
created  for  every  special  case  by  selection  of  a 
number  of  arbitrators  fix)m  the  list  of  the  members  of 
the  Court.  This  tribunal  (article  24)  may  be  created 
directly  by  agreement  of  the  parties.  If  this  is  not 
done,  the  tribunal  is  formed  in  the  following  manner. 
Each  party  selects  two  names  from  the  list,  and  the 
four  arbitrators  so  appointed  choose  a  fifth  as  umpire 
and  president.  If  the  votes  of  the  four  are  equal, 
the  parties  entrust  to  a  third  Power  the  choice  of  the 
umpire. 

If  the  parties  cannot  agree  in  their  choice  of  such 
third  Power,  each  party  nominates  a  different  Power, 
and  the  umpire  is  chosen  by  the  united  action  of  the 
Powers  thus  nominated.  After  this  is  done,  the 
tribunal  is  constituted,  and  the  parties  communicate 
to  the  International  Bureau  of  the  Court  the  names  of 
the  members  of  the  tribunal,  which  meets  at  the  time 
fixed  by  the  parties.  The  members  of  the  tribunal 
must  be  granted  the  privileges  of  diplomatic  envoys 
when  discharging  their  duties  outside  their  own 
country.     The  tribunal  sits  ordinarily  at  the  Hague, 
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and,  except  in  case  of  force  majeure^  the  place  of 
session  can  only  be  altered  by  the  tribunal  with  the 
assent  of  the  parties  (article  25).  But  the  parties 
can  from  the  beginning  designate  another  place  than 
the  Hague  as  the  venue  of  the  tribunal  (article  36). 
The  expenses  of  the  tribunal  are  paid  by  the  parties 
in  equal  shares  (article  57).^ 

^  The  procedure  to  be  followed  by  and  before  the  tribunal  is 
described  below,  vol.  II.  $  27. 
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CHAPTER  I 

ON  INTERNATIONAL  TRANSACTIONS  IN  GENERAL 

I 

Negotiation 

Heffler,  $$  234-239— Geffcken  in  Holtzendorff,  III.  pp.  668-676 — 
LiBzt,  $  20— Ullmann,  $  59-— Bonflls,  Nob.  792-795— Pradier- 
Fod^r^,  IIL  Nob.  1354-1362— Rivier,  II.  $  45--Calvo,  HI.  SS  1316- 
1320, 1670-1673. 

§  477.  International  negotiation  is  the  term  for  concep- 
such  intercourse  between  two  or  more  States  as  is  Negotia- 
initiated  and  directed  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  an  ^^^^' 
understanding  between  them  on  matters  of  interest. 
Since  civilised  States  form  a  body  interknitted  through 
their  interests,  such  negotiation  is  constantly  going 
on  in  some  shape  or  other.     No  State  of  any  im- 
portance can  abstain  from  it  in  practice.    There  are 
many  other  international  transactions,^  but  negotia- 
tion is  by  far  the  most  important  of  them.    And  it 
must  be  emphasised  that  negotiation  as  a  means  of 
amicably  settling    conflicts   between  two  or  more 
States   is    only  a  particular    kind  of   negotiation, 
although  it  will  be  specially  discussed  in  another 
part  of  this  work.^ 

§  478.  International  negotiations  can  be  conducted  Parties  to 
by  all  such  States  as  have  a  standing  within  the  uX^ 
Family  of  Nations.    Full-Sovereign  States  are,  there- 
fore, the  regular  subjects  of  international  negotiation. 

^  See  below,  SS  486-490-  '  See  below  vol.  II.  SS  4-6. 
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But  it  would  be  wrong  to  maiiitain  that  ludf-  and 
part-^knrereign  States  can  never  be  parties  to  inter- 
national negotiations.  For  thejr  can  indeed  condnct 
negotiations  on  those  points  concerning  which  they 
have  a  standing  within  the  Family  of  Nations.  Thns, 
for  instance,  Bulgaria  can,  in  spite  of  her  being  a  half- 
Sovereign  State  only,  n^otiate  with  foreign  States 
independently  of  Turkey  on  several  matters.^  But 
so-called  colonial  States,  as  the  Dominion  of  Canada, 
can  never  be  parties  to  international  negotiations; 
any  necessary  negotiation  for  a  colonial  State  must 
be  conducted  by  the  mother-State  to  which  it  inter- 
nationiUly  belongs.^ 

It  must  be  specially  mentioned  that  such  negotia- 
tion as  is  conducted  between  a  State,  on  the  one  hand, 
and,  on  the  other,  a  party  which  is  not  a  State,  is  not 
international  negotiation,  although  such  party  may 
reside  abroad.  Thus,  negotiations  of  a  State  with  the 
Pope  and  the  Holy  See  are  not  international  negotia- 
tions, although  all  the  formalities  connected  with  inter- 
national negotiations  are  usually  in  this  case  observed. 
Thus,  too,  negotiations  on  the  part  of  States  with 
a  body  of  foreign  bankers  and  contractors  concerning 
a  loan,  the  building  of  a  railway,  the  working  of  a 
mine,  and  the  like,  are  not  international  negotiations. 
Purpoie  of  §  479.  Negotiations  between  States  may  have 
Worn  "*  various  purposes.  The  purpose  may  be  an  exchange 
of  views  only  on  some  political  question  or  other ;  but 
it  may  also  be  an  arrangement  as  to  the  line  of  action 
to  be  taken  in  future  with  regard  to  a  certain  point, 

^  See  above,  $  91.  Oanada  should  have  the  power  of 

*  The  demand  on  the  part  of  making  treaties  independently  of 

many  influential  Canadian  poli-  Qreat   Britain,   indndes    neees- 

tioians,  expressed  after  the  verdict  sarily  the  demand  to  beoome  in 

of  the  Arbitration  Court  in  the  some  respects  a  Sovereign  State. 
Alaska  Boundary  disputCi   that 
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or  a  settlement  of  differences,  or  the  creation  of 
international  institutions,  such  as  the  Universal 
Postal  Union  for  example,  and  so  on.  Of  the  greatest 
importance  are  those  negotiations  which  aun  at  an 
understanding  between  members  of  the  Family  of 
Nations  respecting  the  very  creation  of  rules  of 
International  Law  by  international  conventions. 
Since  the  Vienna  Congress  at  the  beginning  of  the 
nineteenth  century  negotiations  between  the  Powers 
for  the'  purpose  of  defining,  creating,  or  abolishing 
rules  of  International  Law  have  frequently  and  very 
successfully  been  conducted.^ 

§  480.  International  negotiations  are  conducted  by  N^gotia. 
the  organs  which  represent  the  negotiating  States,  wh^  ^ 
The  heads  of  these  States  may  conduct  the  negotiations  J^Jied 
in  person,  either  by  letters  or  by  a  personal  interview. 
Serious  negotiations  have  in  the  past  been  conducted 
by  heads  of  States,  and,  although  this  is  comparatively 
seldom  done,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  per- 
sonal negotiations  between  heads  of  States  will  not 
occur  in  future.^  Heads  of  States  may  also  personally 
negotiate  with  diplomatic  or  other  agents  com- 
missioned for  that  purpose  by  other  States.  Ambas- 
sadors, as  diplomatic  agents  of  the  first  class,  must, 
according  to  International  Law,  have  even  the  right 
to  approach  in  person  the  head  of  the  State  to  which 
they  are  accredited  for  the  purpose  of  negotiation.^ 
The  rule,  however,  is  that  negotiation  between  States 
concerning  more  hnportant  matters  is  conducted 
by  their  Secretaries  for  Foreign  Affairs,  with  the 
help  either  of  their  diplomatic  envoys  or  of  agents 
without  diplomatic  character  and  so-called  com- 
missaries.^ 

^  See  below,  f$  55S-S68.  *  See  above,  $  365. 

'  See  belowi  S  495*  *  Negotiations  between  anned 
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Form  of  §  48 1.  The  Law  of  Nations  ignores  any  particular 
tiraT^^  form  in  which  international  negotiations  must  neces- 
sarily be  conducted.  Such  negotiations  may,  there- 
fore, take  place  viva  voce  or  through  the  exchange 
of  written  representations  and  arguments  or  both. 
The  more  important  negotiations  are  regularly  con- 
ducted through  the  diplomatic  exchange  of  written 
communications,  as  only  in  this  way  can  misunder- 
standmgs  be  avoided,  which  easUy  arise  during 
viva-voce  negotiations.  Of  the  greatest  importance 
are  the  negotiations  which  take  place  through  con- 
gresses and  conferences.^ 

During  viva-voce  negotiations  it  happens  some- 
times that  a  diplomatic  envoy  negotiating  with  the 
Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs  reads  out  a  letter 
received  from  his  home  State.  In  such  case  it  is 
usual  to  leave  a'  copy  of  the  letter  at  the  Foreign 
Office.  K  a  copy  is  refused,  the  Secretary  for  Foreign 
Affairs  can  on  his  part  refuse  to  hear  the  letter  read. 
Thus  in  1825  Canning  refused  to  listen  to  a  Bussian 
communication  to  be  read  to  him  by  the  Bussian 
Ambassador  in  London  with  regard  to  the  indepen- 
dence of  the  former  Spanish  colonies  in  South  America, 
because  this  Ambassador  was  not  authorised  to  leave 
a  copy  of  the  communication  at  the  British  Foreign 
Office.2 

End  and        §4^2.  Negotiations  may  and  often  do  come  to  an 

nJ^&S!.'    end  without  any  effect  whatever  on  account  of  the 

tion.         parties    failing  to  agree.     On  the  other  hand,  if 

negotiations  lead  to  an  understanding,  the  effect  may 

be  twofold.     It  may  consist  either  in  a  satisfactory 

exchange  of  views  and  intentions,  and  the  parties  are 

f  orooR  of  belligerents  are  regularly        '  As  regards  the  langoage  used 
oonduoted  by  soldiers.   See  below,    during    negotiation,    see    above, 

voL  n.  s$  220-240.  s  359. 

^  Bee  below,  §  483. 
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then  in  no  way,  legally  at  least,  bound  to  abide  by 
such  views  and  intentions,  or  to  act  on  them  in  the 
future ;  or  in  an  agreement  on  a  treaty,  and 
then  the  parties  are  legally  bound  by  the  stipu- 
lations of  such  treaty.  Treaties  are  of  such  impor- 
tance that  it  is  necessary  to  discuss  them  in  a  special 
chapter.^ 


n 

CONGEESSES  AND  CONFBBENGBS 

Phillimore,  IL  SS  39-40— Twiss,  n.  J  8— Taylor,  SS  34-3^— BluntBohli, 
S  12— Heffter,  §  242— Geffoken  in  Holtzendorl^  IIL  pp.  679-684— 
UUmann,  S$  60-61— Bonfils,  Nob.  796-814— Despagnet,  Nob.  484- 
488— Pradier-Fod&r^,  VI.  Nob.  2593-2599— Bivier,  II.  J  46— Oalvo, 
III.  SJ  1674-1681— Fiore,  IL  Nob.  12 16- 1224— Martens,  I.  §  52 — 
GharleB  de  Martens,  '*  Goide  Diplomatique/'  vol.  I.  $  58 — Pradier- 
Fod^r^,  "Cgqxb  de  droit  diplomatique"  (1881),  vol.  IL  pp.  372-424 
— Zaleski,  *'  Die  vdlkerrechtliohe  Bedentongder  CongreBse  '*  (1874). 

§  483.  International    congresses  and  conferences  Conoep. 
are  formal  meetings  of  the  representatives  of  several  IS^' 
States  for  the  purpose  of  discussing  matters  of  inter-  J^^^^on- 
national  interest  and  coming  to  an  agreement  con-  ferenoea. 
ceming  these  matters.    As  far  as  language  is  con- 
cerned, the  term  "  congress  "  as  well  as  "  conference  " 
may  be  used  for  the  meetings  of  the  representatives 
of  only  two  States,  but  regularly  congresses  or  con- 
ferences denote  such  bodies  only  as  are  composed 
of  the  representatives  of  a  greater  number  of  States. 
Several  writers  ^  allege  that  there  are  characteristic 
differences  between  a  congress  and  a  conference. 
But  all  such  alleged  differences  vanish  in  face  of  the 

^  See  below,  SS  491-554. 

'  See,  for  instance,  Martens,  I.  S  52,  and  Fiore,  IL  SS  1216-1224. 
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Parties  to 
Con- 
gresses 
and  Con- 
ferences. 


fact  that  the  Powers,  when  summoning  a  meeting 
of  representatives,  name  such  body  either  congress 
or  conference  indiscriminately.  It  is  not  even 
correct  to  say  that  the  more  important  meetings  are 
named  congresses,  in  contradistinction  to  conferences, 
for  the  Hague  Peace  Conference  of  1 898  was,  in  spite 
of  its  grand  importance,  denominated  a  conference. 

Much  more  important  than  the  mere  termino- 
logical difference  between  congress  and  conference  is 
the  difference  of  the  representatives  who  attend  the 
meeting.  For  it  may  be  that  the  heads  of  the  States 
meet  at  a  congress  or  conference,  or  that  the 
representatives  consist  of  diplomatic  envoys  and 
Secretaries  for  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  Powers.  But, 
although  congresses  and  conferences  of  heads  of 
States  have  been  held  in  the  past  and  might  at  any 
moment  be  held  again  in  the  future,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  most  important  matters  are  treated 
by  congresses  and  conferences  consisting  of  diplo- 
matic representatives  of  the  Powers. 

§  484.  Congresses  and  conferences  not  being 
organised  by  customary  or  conventional  International 
Law,  no  ndes  exist  with  regard  to  the  parties  of  a 
congress  or  conference.  Everything  depends  upon 
the  purpose  for  which  a  congress  or  a  conference 
meets,  and  upon  the  Power  which  invites  other 
Powers  to  the  meeting.  If  it  is  intended  to  settle 
certain  differences,  it  is  reasonable  that  all  the  States 
concerned  should  be  represented,  for  a  Power  which 
is  not  represented  need  not  consent  to  the  resolutions 
of  the  congress.  If  the  creation  of  new  rules  of 
International  Law  is  intended,  at  least  all  full- 
Sovereign  members  of  the  Family  of  Nations  ought 
to  be  represented.  To  the  Peace  Conference  at  the 
Hague,  nevertheless,  only  the  majority  of  States  were 
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invited  to  send  representatives,  the  South  American 
Bepublics  not  being  invited  at  all. 

It  is  frequently  maintained  that  only  full-Sovereign 
States  can  be  parties  to  congresses  and  conferences. 
This  is  certainly  not  correct,  as  here,  too,  everything 
depends  upon  the  merits  of  the  special  case.  As 
a  rule,  full-Sovereign  States  only  are  parties,  but 
there  are  exceptions.  Thus,  Bulgaria,  a  vassal  imder 
Turkish  suzerainty,  was  a  party  to  the  Hague  Peace 
Conference,  although  without  a  vote.  There  is  no 
reason  to  deny  the  rule  that  half-  and  part-Sovereign 
States  can  be  parties  to  congresses  and  conferences 
in  so  far  as  they  are  able  to  negotiate  internationally.^ 
Such  States  are,  in  fact,  frequently  asked  to  send 
representatives  to  such  congresses  and  conferences 
as  meet  for  non-political  matters. 

But  no  State  can  be  a  party  which  has  not  been 
invited,  or  admitted  at  its  own  request.  If  a  Power 
thinks  it  fitting  that  a  congress  or  conference 
should  meet,  it  invites  such  other  Powers  as  it 
pleases.  The  invited  Powers  may  accept  under  the 
condition  that  certain  other  Powers  should  or 
should  not  be  invited  or  admitted.  Those  Powers 
which  have  accepted  the  invitation  become  parties 
if  they  send  representatives.  Each  party  may  send 
several  representatives,  but  they  have  only  one  vote, 
given  by  the  senior  representative  for  himself  and 
his  subordinates. 

§  485.  After  the  place  and  time  of  meeting  have  Prooedon 
been  arranged — such  place  may  be  neutralised  for  ^^!^ 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  independence  of  the  pdCon- 
deliberations    and   discussions — the   representatives 
meet  and  constitute  themselves  by  exchanging  their 
commissions  and  electing   a    president   and  other 

^  See  above,  $  478. 
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officers.  It  is  usual,  but  not  ol^Ugatory,  for  the 
Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  State  within 
which  the  congress  meets  to  be  elected  president.  If 
the  difficulty  of  the  questions  on  the  progranune 
makes  it  advisable,  special  committees  are  appointed 
for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the  matter  for  dis- 
cussion by  the  body  of  the  congress.  In  such 
discussion  all  representatives  can  take  part.  After 
the  discussion  follows  the  voting.  The  motion  must 
be  carried  tmanimously  to  consummate  the  task  of  the 
congress,  for  the  vote  of  the  majority  has  no  power 
whatever  in  regard  to  the  dissenting  parties.  But  it 
is  possible  that  the  majority  considers  the  motion 
binding  for  its  members.  A  protocol  is  to  be  kept 
for  all  the  discussions  and  the  voting.  If  the 
discussions  and  votings  lead  to  a  final  result  upon 
which  the  parties  agree,  all  the  points  agreed  upon 
are  drawn  up  in  an  Act,  which  is  signed  by  the 
representatives  and  which  is  called  the  Final  Act  or 
the  General  Act  of  the  congress  or  conference.  A 
party  can  make  a  declaration  or  a  reservation  in 
signing  the  Act  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  a 
certain  interpretation  of  the  Act  in  the  future.  And 
the  Act  may  expressly  stipulate  freedom  for  States 
which  were  not  parties  to  accede  to  it  in  future. 
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Transactions  besides  Negotiation 

Blontsohli,  {  84— Hartmann,  {  91— Gareis,  S  77— loBzi)  S  2a 

§  486.  International  transaction  is  the  term  for  DifFerent 
every  act  on  the  part  of  a  State  in  its  inter-  tmuisw- 
course  with  other  States.  Besides  negotiation,  which  *^®°' 
has  been  discussed  above  in  §§  477-482,  there 
are  eleven  other  kinds  of  international  transactions 
which  are  of  legal  importance-namely,  declaration, 
notification,  protest,  renunciation,  recognition,  inter- 
vention, retorsion,  reprisals,  pacific  blockade,  war, 
and  subjugation.  Becognition  has  already  been  dis- 
cussed above  in  §§  71-75,  as  has  also  intervention  in 
§§  134-138,  and,  further,  subjugation  in  §§  236-241. 
Betorsion,  reprisals,  pacific  blockade,  and  war  will 
be  treated  in  the  second  volume  of  this  work.  There 
are,  therefore,  here  to  be  discussed  only  the  remaining 
four  transactions — ^namely,  declaration,  notification, 
protest,  and  renunciation. 

§  487.  The  term  "  declaration  "  is  used  in  three  Deoiara- 
difierent  meanings.  It  is,  first,  sometimes  used  as 
the  title  of  a  body  of  stipulations  of  a  treaty 
accoiding  to  which  the  parties  engage  themselves 
to  pursue  in  future  a  certain  line  of  conduct.  The 
Declaration  of  Paris,  1856,  and  the  Declaration  of 
St.  Petersburg,  1868,  are  instances  of  this.  De- 
clarations of  this  kind  difier  in  no  respect  from 
treaties.^  One  speaks,  secondly,  of  declarations  when 
States  communicate  to  other  States  or  urbi  et  orbi 
an  explanation  and  justification  of  a  line  of  conduct 
pursued  by  them  in  the  past,  or  an  explanation 

^  See  below,  $  508. 
VOL.  I.  L  L 
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of  views  and  intentions  concerning  certain  matters. 
Declarations  of  this  kind  may  be  very  important, 
but  they  hardly  comprise  transactions  out  of  which 
rights  and  duties  of  other  States  follow.  But 
there  is  a  third  kind  of  declarations  out  of 
which  rights  and  duties  do  follow  for  other  States, 
and  it  is  this  kind  which  comprises  a  specific 
international  transaction,  although  the  different 
declarations  belonging  to  this  group  are  by  no  means 
of  a  uniform  character.  Declarations  of  this  kind 
are  declarations  of  war,  declarations  on  the  part  of 
belligerents  concerning  the  goods  they  will  condemn 
as  contraband,  declarations  at  the  outbreak  of  war 
on  the  part  of  third  States  that  they  will  remain 
neutral,  and  others. 
Notifioa-  §488.  Notification  is  the  technical  term  for  the 
communication  to  other  States  of  the  knowledge  of 
certain  facts  and  events  of  legal  importance.  In 
principle,  no  notification  is  obligatory,  but  in  fact  it 
frequently  takes  place,  because  States  cannot  be 
consider^  subject  to  certain  duties  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  facts  and  events  which  give 
rise  to  these  duties.  Thus  it  is  usual  to  notify  to 
other  States  changes  in  the  headship  and  in  the  form 
of  government  of  a  State,  the  outbreak  of  war, 
the  establishment  of  a  Federal  State,  a  blockade, 
an  annexation  after  conquest,  the  appointment  of 
a  new  Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs,  and  the  like. 
But  although  notification  is  as  a  rule  not  obligatory, 
there  are  some  exceptions  to  the  rule.  Thus,  accord- 
ing to  article  56  of  the  Hague  Convention  for  the 
peaceful  adjustment  of  international  differences,  in 
case  a  number  of  States  are  parties  to  a  treaty  and 
two  of  the  parties  are  at  variance  concerning  the 
interpretation  of  such  treaty  and  agree  to  have  the 
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difference  settled  by  arbitration,  they  have  to  notify 
this  agreement  to  all  other  parties  to  the  treaty. 
Thus,  too,  according  to  article  34  of  the  General 
Act  of  the  Berlin  Congo  Conference  of  1885,  notifica- 
tion of  new  occupations  and  the  like  on  the  African 
coast  is  obligatory. 

§  489.  Protest  is  a  formal  communication  on  the  Protest. 
part  of  a  State  to  another  that  it  objects  to  an  act 
performed  or  contemplated  by  the  latter.  A  protest 
serves  the  purpose  of  preservation  of  rights,  or  of 
making  it  known  that  the  protesting  State  does  not 
acquiesce  in  and  does  not  recognise  certain  acts.  A 
protest  can  be  lodged  with  another  State  concerning 
acts  of  the  latter  which  have  been  notified  to  the 
former  or  which  have  otherwise  become  known.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  a  State  acquires  knowledge  of  an 
act  which  it  considers  internationally  illegal  and 
against  its  rights,  and  nevertheless  does  not  protest, 
such  attitude  implies  renunciation  of  such  rights, 
provided  a  protest  would  have  been  necessary  to 
preserve  a  claim.  It  may  further  happen  that  a 
State  at  first  protests,  but  afterwards  either  expressly  ^ 
or  tacitly  acquiesces  in  the  act.  And  it  must  be 
emphasised  that  under  certain  circumstances  and 
conditions  a  simple  protest  on  the  part  of  a  State 
without  further  action  is  not  in  itself  sufficient  to 
preserve  the  rights  in  behalf  of  which  the  protest  was 
made.^ 

§  490.  Benunciation  is  the  deliberate  abandonment  Benunoia* 
of  rights.     It  can  be  given  expreasia  verbis  or  tacitly.  **®°* 

^  Thus   by   seetion    2  of   the  Ciutoms  tariff  established  at  Mada- 

Declaration     conoemiog     Siam,  gascar    after   the   annexation  to 

MadagaaoaJT,    and  the  New  He-  Franee  (see  below,  p.  594). 

brides,  which  is  embodied  in  the  '  See  below,  $  539,  concerning 

Anglo-French  Agreement  of  April  the  withdrawal  of  Bnssia  from 

8,   1904,  Great  Britain  withdrew  article  59  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin, 

the  protest  which  she  had  raised  1878,  stipulating  the  freedom  of 

against  the  introduction  of   the  the  port  of  Batonm. 
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If,  for  instance,  a  State  by  occupation  takes  possession 
of  an  island  which  has  previously  been  occupied 
by  another  State,^  the  latter  tacitly  renounces  its 
rights  by  not  protesting  as  soon  as  it  receives  know- 
ledge of  the  fact.  Benunciation  plays  a  prominent 
part  in  the  amicable  settlement  of  differences  between 
States,  either  one  or  both  parties  frequently  renounc- 
ing their  claims  for  the  purpose  of  coming  to  an 
agreement.  But  it  must  be  specially  observed  that 
mere  silence  on  the  part  of  a  State  does  not  imply 
renunciation ;  this  occurs  only  when  a  State  remains 
silent,  although  a  protest  is  necessary  to  preserve  a 
claim. 

^  See  above,  S  247. 
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Vattel,  IL  ff  152,  153,  157,  163— Hall,  S  107— PhilMinore,  IL  S  44— 
Twiai,  L  SJ  224-233— .Taylor,  {{  341-342— Blnntsohli,  {  402— 
HefltoTi  S  81  — Despagnet,  Noa.  444-A4S^^'9^'^^''^odMt  IL  Nos. 
838-919— Rivier,  11,  pp.  33-40— Calvo,  HI.  S$  1 567-1 584— Flora, 
n.  Koa.  976-982— Martena,  L  {  103— Bergbohm,  **  Staatsvertrilge 
and  Geaatae  ala  Qoellan  des  VOlkanaohts  "  (1877)— Jellinek,  *<  Die 
reohiUehe  Katnr  dar  StaatenverMge "  (i88o>-Laghi,  <<Teoria 
dai  iafattati  iniemazioiiali  "  (1882)— Buonamiciy  <<  Dei  trattati  inter- 
nasionali "  (1888)— Kippold,  •<  Der  vdlkerrechtUehe  Vertrag  "  (1894) 
— Triepel,  **  Vfilkerreoht  nnd  Landesreoht "  (1899),  pp.  27-90. 

S401.  International  treaties  are  conventions    or  Cono^- 

^  .         tion  of 

contracts  between  two  or  more  States  concerning  Treaties. 
various  matters  of  interest.  •  Even  before  a  Law  of 
Nations  in  the  modem  sense  of  the  term  was  in 
existence,  treaties  used  to  be  concluded  between 
States.  And  although  in  those  times  treaties  were 
neither  based  on  nor  were  themselves  a  cause  of  an  i 

International  Law,  they  were  nevertheless  considered  j 

sacred  and  binding  on  account  of  religious  and  moral 
sentiment.  However,  since  the  manifold  intercourse  of 
modem  times  did  not  then  exist  between  the  different 
States,  treaties  did  not  discharge  such  all-important 
functions  in  the  life  of  humanity  as  they  do  now. 

§  492.  These  important  functions  are  manifest  if  P/flerent 
attention  is  given  to  the  variety  of  international  Treaties, 
treaties  which  exist  nowadays  and  are  day  by  day 
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concluded  for  innumerable  purposes.  In  regard  to 
State  property,  treaties  are  concluded  of  cession,  of 
boundary,  and  many  others.  Alliances,  treaties  of 
protection,  of  guarantee,  of  neutrality,  of  peace  are 
concluded  for  political  purposes.  Various  purposes 
are  served  by  consular  treaties,  commercial  ^  treaties, 
treaties  in  regard  to  the  post,  telegraphs,  and  railways, 
treaties  of  copyright  and  the  like,  of  jurisdiction,  of 
extradition,  monetary  treaties,  treaties  in  regard  to 
measures  and  weights,  to  rates,  taxes,  and  custom- 
house duties,  treaties  on  the  matter  of  sanitation 
with  respect  to  epidemics,  treaties  in  the  interest  of 
industrial  labourers,  treaties  with  regard  to  agricul- 
ture  and  industry.  Again,  various  purposes  are  served 
by  treaties  concerning  warfare,  mediation,  arbitra- 
tion,  and  so  on. 

I  do  not  intend  to  discuss  the  question  of  classi- 
fication of  the  different  kinds  of  treaties,  for  hitherto 
all  attempts  ^  at  such  classification  have  failed.  But 
there  is  one  distinction  to  be  made  which  is  of 
the  greatest  importance  and  according  to  which  the 
whole  body  of  treaties  is  to  be  divided  into  two 
classes.  For  treaties  may,  on  the  one  hand,  be  con- 
cluded for  the  purpose  of  confirming,  defining,  or 
abolishing  existing  customary  rules,  and  of  establish- 
ing new  rules  for  the  Law  of  Nations.  Treaties  of 
this  kind  ought  to  be  termed  law-mahing  treaties. 
On  the  other  hand,  treaties  may  be  concluded  for 
all  kinds  of  other  purposes.  Law-making  treaties 
as  a  source  of  rules  of  Litemational  Law  have  been 

^  They  frequently  embody  the  of  treaties.   See  Heffteri  {f  88-91 ; 

so-called  mo9t  fanowred  nation  BlnntBohli,  S$442--445;  Martcms, 

elMue,    See  below,  S  622.  I.  $  1 13 ;  UUmann,  S  70 ;  Wheaton, 

>  Since  the  time  of  Grotias  the  $  268  (following  Vattel,  II.  S  169) ; 

science  of  the  Law  of  Nations  has  Bivier,  11.  pp.  106-1 18 ;  Westlake, 

notoeasedjattemptingasatis&otory  I.  p.  283,  and  many  others, 
olassifioation  of  the  different  kinds 
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discussed  above  (§  18) ;  the  most  important  of  these 
treaties  will  be  considered  below  (§§  556-568). 

§493.  The  question  as  to  the  reason  of  the  bind-  |1^^k 
ing  force  of  international  treaties  always  was,  and  still  Treaties. 
is,  very  much  disputed.  That  all  those  publicists 
who  deny  the  legal  character  of  the  Law  of  Nations 
deny  likewise  a  legally  binding  force  in  international 
treaties  is  obvious.  But  even  among  those  who 
acknowledge  the  legal  character  of  International 
Law,  unanimity  by  no  means  exists  concerning 
this  binding  force  of  treaties.  The  question  is 
all  the  more  important  as  everybody  knows  that 
treaties  are  frequently  broken,  rightly  according  to 
the  opinion  of  the  one  party,  and  wrongly  according 
to  the  opinion  of  the  other.  Many  publicists 
find  the  binding  force  of  treaties  in  the  Law  of 
Nature,  others  in  religious  and  moral  principles, 
others  ^  again  in  the  self-restraint  exercised  by  States 
in  becoming  a  party  to  a  treaty.  Some  writers^ 
assert  that  it  is  the  contracting  parties'  own  will 
which  gives  binding  force  to  their  treaties,  and 
others  ^  teach  that  such  binding  force  is  to  be  found 
im  Rechtaheumastaein  der  Menachheit — ^that  is,  in 
the  idea  of  right  innate  in  man.  I  believe  that  the 
question  can  satisfactorily  be  dealt  with  only  by 
dividing  it  into  several  different  questions  and  by 
answering  those  questions  aeriaHm. 

First,  the  question  is  to  be  answered  why  treaties 
are  legally  binding.  The  answer  must  categorically 
be  that  this  is  so  because  there  exists  a  customary 
rule  of  International  Law  that  treaties  are  binding. 

Then  the  question  might  be  put  as  to  the  cause 

>  80    Hall,   S  107;     Jellinek,       '  So  Triepel,  VSlkerreoht  und 
StafttenverMge,  p.  31 ;  Nippold,    Landesreoht  (1899),  p.  82. 
S  II.  'So  Bluntsohli,  $  410. 
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of  the  existence  of  such  customary  rule.  The  answer 
must  be  that  such  rule  is  the  product  of  several 
joint  causes.  Beligious  and  moral  reasons  require 
such  a  rule  quite  as  much  as  the  interest  of  the 
States,  for  no  law  could  exist  between  nations  if 
such  rule  did  not  exist.  All  causes  which  have 
been  and  are  still  working  to  create  and  maintain 
an  International  Law  are  at  the  background  of  this 
question. 

And,  thirdly,  the  question  might  be  put  how  it 
is  possible  to  speak  of  a  legally  binding  force  in 
treaties  without  a  judicial  authority  to  enforce  their 
stipulations.  The  answer  must  be  that  the  binding 
force  of  treaties,  although  it  is  a  legal  force,  is  not 
the  same  as  the  binding  force  of  contracts  accord- 
ing to  Municipal  Law,  since  International  Law  is  a 
weaker  law,  and  for  this  reason  less  enforceable,  than 
Municipal  Law.  But  just  as  International  Law 
does  not  lack  legal  character  in  consequence  of  the 
fact  that  there  is  no  central  authority^  above  the 
States  which  could  enforce  it,  so  international 
treaties  are  not  deficient  of  a  legally  binding  force 
because  there  is  no  judicial  authority  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  their  stipulations. 

^  See  above,  S  5. 
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n 

Fabtibs  to  Tbbatibs 

VAttolf  IL  SS  154-156,  206-212— Hall,  S  108— Wesdake,  I.  p.  279— 
FhiUimore,  IL  f{  48-49— Hallaok,  I.  pp.  275-278— Taylor,  SS  361- 
365— Wheaton,  SS  265-267— Blmitoohli,  SS  403-409— Hefiter,  SS  84- 
85— UDxnaim,  S  63— Bonfilfl,  No.  818— Despagnet,  No.  447 — 
Pradier-Fod^r^,  IL  Nob.  1058-1068— Rivler,  IL  pp.  45-48— CalvOi 
HI.  SS  1616-1618 — ^FioTOi  II.  N08.  984-1000— Martens,  I.  S  104— 
Nippold,  L  0.  pp.  104-112. 

§  494.  The  so-called  right  of  making  treaties  is  The 
not  a  right  of  a  State  in  the  technical  meaning  of  the  nuSd^ 
term,  but  a  mere  competence  attaching  to  sovereignty.  ^®^®'- 
A  State  possesses,  therefore,  treaty-making  power 
only  so  far  as  it  is  sovereign.    Full-Sovereign  States 
may  become  parties  to  treaties  of  all  kinds,  being 
regularly  competent  to  make  treaties  on  whatever  . 

objects  they  please.     Not-fuU  Sovereign  States,  how- 
ever, can  become  parties  to  such  treaties  only  accord-  • 
ing  to  their  competence  to  conclude.    It  is  impossible  | 
to  lay  down  a  hard  and  fast  rule  concerning  such  com-             J 
petence  of  aU  not-full  Sovereign  States.     Everything 
depends  upon  the  special  case.     Thus,  the  constitu- 
tions   of   Federal    States  comprise  provisions  with 
regard  to  the  competence,  if  any,  of  the  member-States  ,-  (^ 
to  conclude  international  treaties  among  themselves           !  "•  ^ 
as   well    as  with  foreign  States.^      Thus,  again,  it 

^  Aooording  to  articles  7  and  9  oonclnde  treatieg  oonoeming  all 
of  the  Gonstitation  of  Switzer-  snoh  matters  as  do  not,  in  eon« 
land  the  Swiss  member- States  are  formity  witli  article  4  of  the  Oon- 
oompetent  to  oonolade  non-poH-  stitntion,  belong  to  the  oompetenee 
tieal  treaties  among  themselves,  of  the  Empire.  On  the  other  hand» 
and,  farther,  such  treaties  with  aooording  to  article  i,  section  10, 
foreign  Stat€«  as  oonoem  matters  of  the  Gonstitation  of  the  United 
of  policoi  of  local  traffic,  and  of  States  of  America,  the  member- 
State  economics.  According  to  States  are  incompetent  either  to 
article  11  of  the  Gonstitation  of  conolade  treaties  among  them- 
the  German  Empire,  the  German  selves  or  with  foreign  States. 
member-States  are  competent  to 
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depends  upon  the  special  relation  between  the 
suzerain  and  the  vassal  how  far  the  latter  possesses 
the  competence  to  enter  into  treaties  with  foreign 
States :  ordinarily  a  vassal  can  conclude  treaties  con- 
cerning such  matters  as  railways,  extradition,  com- 
merce, and  the  like. 

§  495.  The  treaty-making  power  of  the  States  is 
exercised  by  their  heads,  either  personally  or  through 
representatives  appointed  by  these  heads.  The  Holy 
Alliance  of  Paris,  18 14,  was  personally  concluded 
by  the  Emperors  of  Austria  and  Bussia  and  the 
King  of  Prussia.  And  when,  on  June  24,  1859, 
the  Austrian  army  was  defeated  at  Solferino,  the 
Emperors  of  Austria  and  France  met  on  July  11, 
1859,  at  YiUafranca  and  agreed  in  person  on  pre- 
liminaries of  peace.  Yet,  as  a  rule,  heads  of  States  do 
not  act  in  person,  but  authorise  representatives  to 
act  for  them.  Such  representatives  receive  a  written 
commission,  known  as  powers  or  full  powers,  which 
authorises  them  to  negotiate  in  the  name  of  the 
respective  heads  of  States.  They  also  receive  oral  or 
written,  open  or  secret  instructions.  But,  as  a  rule, 
they  do  not  conclude  a  treaty  finally,  for  all  treaties 
concluded  by  such  representatives  are  in  principle 
not  valid  before  ratification.^  If  they  conclude  a 
treaty  by  exceeding  their  powers  or  acting  contrary 
to  their  instructions,  the  treaty  is  not  a  real  treaty 
and  not  binding  upon  the  State  they  represent.  A 
treaty  of  such  a  kind  is  called  a  sponsio  or  aponsiones. 
Sponaionea  may  become  a  real  treaty  and  binding 
upon  the  State  through  the  latter's  approval.  Now- 
adays, however,  the  difference  between  real  treaties 
and  aponsiones  is  less  important  than  in  former  times, 
when  the  custom  was  not  yet  general  in  favour  of 

^  See  below,  S  510. 
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the  necessity  of  ratification  for  the  validity  of  treaties. 
If  nowadays  representatives  exceed  their  powers, 
their  States  can  simply  refuse  ratification  of  the 
ymisio. 

§  496.  For  some  non-political  purposes  of  minor  Minor 
importance,  certain  minor  functionaries  are  recognised  J^^**®°' 
as  competent  to  exercise  the  treaty-making  power  S^^^**^*^ 
of  their  States.     Such  fimctionaries  are  ipso  facto  making 
by    their    offices  and   duties    competent  to    enter  ^^^®'' 
into  certain  agreements  without  the  requirement  of 
ratification.     Thus,  for  instance,  in  time  of  war, 
military  and  naval  officers  in  command  can  enter 
into  agreements  concerning  a  suspension  of  arms,  the 
surrender  of  a  fortress,  the  exchange  of  prisoners, 
and  the  like.     But  it  must  be  emphasised  that  treaties 
of  this  kind  are  valid  only  when  these  functionaries 
have  not  exceeded  their  powers. 

§  497.  Although  the  heads  of  States  are  regularly,  Con. 
according  to  the  Law  ot  Nations,  the  organs  that  Bestno- 
exercise  the  treaty-making    power  of   the    States,  ^^^' 
constitutional  restrictions  imposed  upon  the  heads 
concerning  the  exercise  of  this  power  are  neverthe- 
less of  importance  for  the  Law  of  Nations.    Such 
treaties  concluded  by  heads  of  States  or  representa- 
tives authorised  by  these  heads  as  violate  constitu- 
tional restrictions  are  not  real  treaties  and  do  not 
bind  the  State  concerned,  because  the  representa- 
tives have  exceeded  their  powers  in  concluding  the 
treaties.^    Such  constitutional  restrictions,  although 
they  are  not  of  great  importance  in  Ghreat  Britain,^ 
play  a  prominent  part  in  the  Constitutions  of  most 
countries.    Thus,    according    to    article    8  of   the 

^  The  whole  matter  is  disetiBsed  '  See  Anson,  The  Law'  and 
with  great  lucidity  by  Nippold,  L  0.  Castom  of  the  Constitution,  II. 
pp«  127-164.  (2nd  ed.),  pp.  297-300. 
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Frencli  Oonstitution,  the  President  exercises  the 
treaty-making  power;  but  peace  treaties  and  such 
other  treaties  as  concern  commerce,  finance,  and  some 
other  matters,  are  not  valid  without  the  co-operation 
of  the  French  Parliament.  Again,  according  to  articles 
1 ,  4,  and  1 1  of  the  Constitution  of  the  German  Empire, 
the  Emperor  exercises  the  treaty-making  power ;  but 
such  treaties  as  concern  the  fix)ntier,  commerce,  and 
several  other  matters,  are  not  valid  without  the  co- 
operation of  the  Bundesrath  and  the  Beichstag.^ 
Mntnai  §  498.  A  treaty  being  a  convention,  mutual  consent 

Consent  of      -•  ^,  ^-       •  -xr  i  j     i. 

the  Con-  of  the  parties  is  necessary.  Mere  proposals  made  by 
Surtiwlf  ^^®  party  and  not  accepted  by  the  other  are,  there- 
fore, not  binding  upon  the  proposer.  Without  force 
are  also  pollicitations  which  contain  mere  promises 
without  acceptance  by  the  party  to  whom  they  were 
made.  Not  binding  are,  lastly,  so-called  j9f/nctofum««, 
mere  negotiations  on  the  items  of  a  future  treaty, 
without  the  parties  entering  into  an  obligation  to 
conclude  that  treaty.  But  such  pmciationeB  must  not 
be  confounded  either  with  a  preliminary  treaty  or 
with  a  so-called  pactum  de  cantrahendo.  A  pre- 
liminary treaty  requires  the  mutual  consent  of  the 
parties  with  regard  to  certain  important  points, 
whereas  other  points  have  to  be  settled  by  the  defini- 
tive treaty  to  be  concluded  later  on.  Such  prelimi- 
nary treaty  is  a  real  treaty  and  therefore  binding 
upon  the  parties.  A  pactum  de  cantrahendo  xequires 
likewise  the  mutual  consent  of  the  parties.  It  is  an 
agreement  upon  certain  points  to  be  incorporated 
in  a  future  treaty,  and  is  binding  upon  the 
parties.      The  difference  between  punctationea  and  a 

^  Aoeording  to  wcMeie  2,  seotion    olnde  treaties  with  the  ooment  of 
2,of  the  Oonstitiition  of  the  United    the  Senate. 
States,  the  Ptesident  can  only  oon- 
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pactum  de  contrahendo  is,  that  the  latter  stipulates 
an  obligation  of  the  parties  to  settle  the  respective 
points  by  a  treaty,  whereas  the  former  does  not. 

§^4:^.  As  a  treaty  will  lack  binding  force  with-  Freedom 
out  real  consent,  absolute  freedom  of  action  on  the  ®i  ^^^ 
part  of  the  contracting  parties  is  required.  It  Benting 
must,  however,  be  understood  that  circumstances  of  tatimT^ 
urgent  distress,  such  as  either  defeat  in  war  or  the 
menace  of  a  strong  State  to  a  weak  State,  are, 
according  to  the  rules  of  International  Law,  not 
regarded  as  excluding  the  freedom  of  action  of  a 
party  consenting  to  the  terms  of  a  treaty.  The  phrase 
"  freedom  of  action "  applies  only  to  the  represm- 
tativea  of  the  contracting  States.  It  is  their  freedom 
of  action  in  consenting  to  a  treaty  which  must 
not  have  been  interfered  with  and  which  must 
not  have  been  excluded  by  other  causes.  A  treaty 
concluded  through  intimidation  exercised  against 
the  representatives  of  either  party  or  concluded  by 
intoxicated  or  insane  representatives  is  not  binding 
upon  the  party  so  represented.  But  a  State  which  was 
forced  by  circumstances  to  conclude  a  treaty  con- 
taining humiliating  terms  has  no  right  afterwards  to 
shake  off  the  obligations  of  such  treaty  on  the  ground 
that  its  freedom  of  action  was  interfered  with  at  the 
time.  This  must  be  emphasised,  because  in  practice 
cases  of  similar  repudiation  have  constantly  occurred. 
A  State  may,  of  course,  hold  itself  justified  by  political 
necessity  in  shaking  off  such  obligations,  but  this  does 
not  alter  the  fact  that  such  action  is  a  breach  of 
law. 

§  500.  Although  a  treaty  was  concluded  with  the  ^^J°^ 
real  consent  of  the  parties,  it  is  nevertheless  not  inCon- 
binding  if  the  consent  was  given  in  error,  or  under  a  ^|^^ 
delusion  produced  by  a  fraud  of  the  other  contracting 
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party.  If,  for  instance,  a  boundary  treaty  were  based 
upon  an  incorrect  map  or  a  map  fraudulently  altered 
by  one  of  the  parties,  such  treaty  would  by  no  means 
be  binding.  Although  there  is  freedom  of  action  in 
such  cases,  consent  has  been  given  under  circum- 
stances which  render  the  treaty  null  and  void. 


Objects  of  Treaties 

Vattel,  11.  SS  160-162,  166— Hall,  $  108— Phillimore,  II.  $  51— Walker, 
$  30— Blimtsohli,  $$  4io>4i6— Heffter,  J  83— UUmaim,  S  67— 
Bonfils,  No.  819 — Despagnet,  No.  454 — ^Fradier-Fod^r^,  11.  Nob. 
1080-1083 — Bivier,  II.  pp.  57-63— Fiore,  II.  Nob.  1001-1004 — 
Martens,  I.  S 1 10— Jellinek,  '*  Die  rechtliohe  Natur  der  Staatenver- 
trftge,"  pp.  59-60 — Nippold,!.  0.  pp.  181-190. 

Objects  in  §  50I .  The  object  of  treaties  is  always  an  obligation, 
Cll^'  whether  mutual  between  all  the  parties  or  unilateral 
on  the  part  of  one  only.  Speaking  generally,  the 
object  of  treaties  can  be  an  obligation  concerning 
any  matter  of  interest  for  States.  Since  there  exists 
no  other  law  than  International  Law  for  the  inter- 
course of  States  with  each  other,  every  agreement 
between  them  regarding  any  obligation  whatever  is  a 
treaty.  However,  the  Law  of  Nations  prohibits  some 
obligations  from  becoming  objects  of  treaties,  so  that 
such  treaties  as  comprise  obligations  of  this  kind  are 
from  the  very  begimung  nuU  and  void.^ 

^  The  voidanoe  ab  origine  of  inception,  but  become  afterwards 

these     treaties      must     not    be  void  on  some  ground  or  other, 

confounded  with  voidanoe  of  such  (See  below,  §$  541-544.) 
treaties   as    are    valid    in    their 
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§  502.  Obligations  to  be  performed  by  a  State  ObUga- 
other  than  a  contracting  party  cannot  be  the  object  of  contraot- 
a  treaty.    A  treaty  stipulating  such  an  obligation  ^^3"*^®® 
would  be  null  and  void.    But  with  this  must  not  be  ^  object. 
confounded  the  obligation  undertaken  by  one  of  the 
contracting  States    to    exercise  an  influence  upon 
another  State  to  perform  certain  acts.    The  object  of 
a  treaty  with  such  a  stipulation  is  an  obligation  of 
one  of  the  contracting  States,  and  the  treaty  is  there- 
fore vaUd  and  binding. 

§  503.  Such  obligation    as  is    inconsistent    with  AnObUga- 
obligations  from  treaties  previously  concluded  by  ^^^^' 
one  State  wiOi  another  cannot  be  the  object  of  a  treaty  ^^^ 
with  a  third  State.    Thus,  in  1878,  when  after  the  tions  can- 
war  Bussia  and  Turkey  concluded  the  preliminary  object.^ 
Treaty  of  Peace  of  San  Stefano,  which  was  inconsis- 
tent with  the  Treaty  of  Paris  of  1856  and  the  Con- 
vention of  London  of  187 1,  England  protested,^  and 
the  Powers  met  at  the  Congress  of  Berlin  to  arrange 
matters  by  mutual  consent. 

§  504.  An  obligation  to  perform  a  physical  impossi-  object 
bility  ^  cannot  be  the  object  of  a  treaty.     If  perchance  physically 
a  State   entered  into  a  convention  stipulating  an  p^«^^^®- 
obligation  of  that  kind,  no  right  to  claim  damages 
for  non-fulfilment  of  the  obligation  would  arise  for  the 
other  party,  such  treaty  being  legally  null  and  void. 

§  505.  It  is  a  customarily  recognised  rule  of  the  immoral 
Law  of  Nations  that  immoral  obligations  cannot  be  ti^? 
the  object  of  an  international  treaty.  Thus,  an  alliance 
for  the  purpose  of  attacking  a  third  State  without 
provocation  is  from  the  beginning  not  binding.  It 
cannot  be  denied  that  many  treaties  stipulating 
immoral    obligations    have    been    concluded    and 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.  2nd  ser.  III.  p.  257. 
^  See  below,  §  542. 
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executed  in  the  past,  but  this  does  not  alter  the  fact 
that  such  treaties  were  legally  not  binding  upon  the 
contracting  parties.  It  must,  however,  be  taken  into 
consideration  that  the  question  as  to  what  is  immoral 
is  often  controversial.  An  obligation  which  is  con- 
sidered immoral  by  other  States  may  not  necessarily 
appear  immoral  to  the  contracting  parties,  and  there 
is  no  Court  that  can  decide  the  controversy, 
owf^  §  506.  It  is  a  unanimously  recognised  customary 

iionf .  rule  of  International  Law  that  obligations  which  are 
at  variance  with  universally  recognised  principles  of 
International  Law  cannot  be  the  object  of  a  treaty. 
If,  for  instance,  a  State  entered  into  a  convention 
with  another  State  not  to  interfere  in  case  the  latter 
should  appropriate  a  certain  part  of  the  Open  Sea, 
or  should  command  its  vessels  to  commit  piratical 
acts  on  the  Open  Sea,  such  treaty  would  be  null  and 
void,  because  it  is  a  principle  of  International  Law 
that  no  part  of  the  Open  Sea  can  be  appropriated,  and 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  every  State  to  interdict  to  its 
vessels  the  commission  of  piracy  on  the  High  Seas. 


IV 
Form  and  Paets  op  Treaties 

Gro*ius,  n.  0.  15  S  5— Vattel,  11.  S  153— Hall,  S  lOQ—Westlake,  I. 
pp.  279-281— \^eaton,  S  253— Blunteohli,  SS  417-427— Hartmann, 
SS  46-47— Hefifcer,  SS  87-91— UUmann,  S  68— Bonfils,  N08. 821-823 
— Pradier-Fod^^,  II.  Nos.  1084-1099— Bivier,  II.  pp.  64-68— 
Fiore,  II.  Nob.  1004-1006— MartenSf  I.  S  1 12— Jellinek, "  Die  reoht- 
liohe  Natorder  Staaienveririi^e,*'  p.  56— Kippold,  L  o.pp.  178-181. 

No  neoes-  §  507.  The  Law  of  Nations  includes  no  rule  which 
nry  Form  pp^^riijes  a  necessary  form  of  treaties.  A  treaty  is, 
Tw**i"-     therefore,  concluded  as  soon  as  the  mutual  consent 
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of  the  parties  becomes  clearly  apparent.  Such  con- 
sent must  always  be  given  expressly,  for  a  treaty 
cannot  be  concluded  by  tacit  consent.  But  it 
matters  not  whether  an  agreement  is  made  in  writing, 
orally,  or  by  symbols.  Thus,  in  time  of  war,  the 
exhibition  of  a  white  flag  symbolises  the  proposal  of 
an  agreement  as  to  a  brief  truce  for  the  purpose  of 
certain  negotiations,  and  the  acceptance  of  the 
proposal  on  the  part  of  the  other  side  through  the 
exhibition  of  a  similar  symbol  establishes  a  convention 
as  binding  as  any  written  treaty.  Thus,  too,  his- 
tory tells  of  an  oral  treaty  of  idliance,  secured  by 
an  oath,  concluded  in  1 697  at  PiUau  between  Peter 
the  Great  of  Russia  and  Frederick  HI.,  Elector  of 
Brandenburg.^  Again,  treaties  are  sometimes  con- 
cluded through  an  exchange  of  diplomatic  notes 
between  the  Secretaries  for  Foreign  Affairs  of  two 
States  or  through  the  exchange  of  personal  letters 
between  the  heads  of  two  States.  However,  as  a 
matter  of  reason,  treaties  usually  take  the  form  of  a 
written  2  document  signed  by  duly  authorised  repre- 
sentatives of  the  contracting  parties. 

§  508.   International  agreements  which  take  the  Acts,  Con. 
form  of  a  written  agreement  are,  besides  treaties,  some-  ^m!* 
times  termed  Acts^  sometimes  Conventions,  sometimes  *^^°^ 
Declarations.^    But  there  is  no  essential  difference 
between  them,  and  their  binding  force  upon  the  con- 
tracting parties  is  the  same  whatever  be  their  name. 
The  Geneva  Convention,  the  Declaration  of  Paris,  and 
the  final  act  of  the  Vienna  Congress  are  as  binding 

^  See  Martens,  I.  S  ii2.  eluded  in  writing,  the  example  of 

'  The  only  writer  who  nowa-  the  agreements  oonolnded  between 

days  insists  upon  a  loritten  agree-  armed  forees  in  time  of  war  either 

ment  for  a  treaty  to  be  yalid  is,  orally  or  throagh  symbols  proves 

as   far   as  I  know,  Bolmerincq  that    the   written   form    is    not 

(S  56).    Bnt  although  all  impor-  absolutely  necessary, 

tant  treaties  are    naturally  con-  '  See  above,  S  487. 
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as  any  agreement  which  goes  under  the  name  of 
Treaty. 
j^*^.^'  §  5^*  Sii^ce  International  Law  lays  down  no  rules 
concerning  the  form  of  treaties,  there  esdst  no  rules 
concerning  the  arrangement  of  the  parts  of  written 
treaties.  But  the  following  order  is  usually  observed. 
A  first  part,  the  so-called  preamble,  comprises  the 
names  of  the  heads  of  the  contracting  States,  of  their 
duly  authorised  representatives,  and  the  motives  for 
the  conclusion  of  the  treaty.  A  second  part  consists 
of  the  primary  stipulations  in  numbered  articles.  A 
third  part  consists  of  miscellaneous  stipulations  con- 
cerning the  duration  of  the  treaty,  its  ratification,  the 
accession  of  third  Powers,  and  the  like.  The  last 
part  comprises  the  signatures  of  the  representatives. 
But  this  order  is  by  no  means  necessary.  Sometimes, 
for  instance,  the  treaty  itself  does  not  contain  the 
very  stipulations  upon  which  the  contracting  parties 
have  agreed,  such  stipulations  being  placed  in  an 
annex  to  the  treaty.  It  may  also  happen  that  a 
treaty  contains  secret  stipulations  in  an  additional 
part,  which  is  not  made  public  with  the  bulk  of  the 
stipulations.^ 

*  The  matter  is  treated  with  all  details  by  Pradier-Fod^r^,  II. 
SS  1086-1096. 
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V 

Eatification  of  Treaties 

Grotiiu,  IL  0. 1 1 ,  S  1 2— Pnf  endorf,  III.  0. 9,  S  2~Vattel,  11.  S  1 56— Hail, 
S  no— Westlake,  I.  pp.  279-280— Lawrence,  S  152— Fhillimore,  II. 
S  52— TwisB,  I.  S  214— HaUeck,  L  pp.  276-277— Taylor,  SS  364-367 
—Walker,  S  30— "Wharton,  II,  SS  131-131  a— Wheaton,  SS  256-263— 
Blnntsohli,  SS  420-421— HefEler,  S  87— Gessner  in  Holtzendorff,  III. 
pp.  15-18— UUmann,  S  66— Bonfils,  Nob.  824-831— Fradier-Foddr^, 
n.  Nob.  1100-1119— Rivier,  11.  S  50— Calvo,  IIL  SS  1627-1636— 
Fiore,  11.  No.  994 — Martens,  I.  SS  105-108— Wicqaefcnrt,  '<  L'Ambas- 
Badeor  et  bm  fonotionB  *'  (1680),  II.;  Section  XV.— Jellinek,  '*  Die 
rechtliofate  Natnr  der  Staatenyertrage,"  pp.  53-56 — ^Nippold,  L  c. 
pp.  123-125— Wegmann,  ''Die  Ratifikation  von  Staatsyertrftgen" 
(1892). 

§  510.  Eatification  is  the  term  for  the  final  con-  Concep- 
firmation  given  by  the  parties  to  an  international  p^^on 
treaty  concluded  by  their  representatives.  Although  ^^^1*' 
a  treaty  is  concluded  as  soon  as  the  mutual  con- 
sent is  manifest  from  acts  of  the  duly  authorised 
representatives,  its  binding  force  is  regularly  sus- 
pended tin  ratification  is  given.  The  function  of 
ratification  is,  therefore,  that  it  makes  the  treaty 
binding,  and  that,  if  it  is  refused,  the  treaty  falls  to 
the  ground.  As  long  as  ratification  is  not  given, 
the  treaty  is,  although  concluded,  not  perfect. 
Many  writers^  maintain  that,  as  a  treaty  is  not 
binding  without  ratification,  it  is  the  latter  which 
really  contains  the  mutual  consent  and  really  con- 
cludes the  treaty.  Before  ratification,  they  maintain, 
there  is  no  treaty  concluded,  but  a  mere  mutual 
proposal  agreed  to  to  conclude  a  treaty.  But 
this  opinion  does  not  accord  with  the  real  facts.^ 
For  the  representatives  are  authorised  and  intend  to 

^  See,  for   inBtanoe,  Ullmann,        '  The  matter  is  very  ably  die- 
S  66 ;  Jellinek,  p.  55 ;  Nippold,  p.    cuBsed  by  Rivier,  II.  pp.  74-76. 
123 ;  Wegmann,  p.  1 1. 

K  H  2 
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conclude  a  treaty  by  their  signatures.     The   con- 
tracting States  have  always   taken  the  standpoint 
that  a  treaty  is  concluded  as  soon  as  their  mutual 
consent  is   clearly    apparent.      They   have  always 
made  a  distinction  between  their  consent  given  by 
representatives    and  their  ratification   to   be  given 
afterwards,  they  have  never  dreamt  of  confounding 
both  and  considering  their  ratification  their  consent. 
It  is  for  that  reason  that  a  treaty  cannot  be  ratified 
in  part,  that  no  alterations  of  the  treaty  are  possible 
through  the  act  of  ratification,  that  a  treaty  may  be 
tacitly  ratified  by  its  execution,  that  a  treaty  always 
is  dated  from  the  day  when  it  was  duly  signed  by  the 
representatives  and  not  from  the  day  of  its  ratifica- 
tion, that   there  is  no  essential  difierence  between 
such  treaties  as  want  and  such  as  do  not  want 
ratification. 
Bationaie        §511-  ^^  rationale  for  the  institution  of  ratifi- 
i^st^.      cation  is   another  argument  for  the  fact  that  the 
^,f       conclusion  of  the  treaty  by  the  representatives  is  to 
tion.         be  distinguished  from  the  confirmation  given  by  the 
respective  States  through  ratifying  it.     The  reason 
is  that  States  want  to  have  an  opportunity  of  re- 
examining not  the  single  stipulations,  but  the  whole 
effect  of   the    treaty   upon    their    interests.    These 
interests  may  be  of  various  kinds.    They  may  undergo 
a  change  immediately  after  the  signing  of  the  treaty 
by  the  representatives.     They  may  appear  to  public 
opinion  in  a  different  light  from  that  in  which  they 
appear  to  the  Governments,  so  that  the  latter  want  to 
reconsider  the  matter.    Another  reason  is  that  treaties 
on  many  important  matters   are,  according  to  the 
Constitutional  Law  of  most  States,  not  valid  without 
some  kind  of  consent  of  Parliaments.     Governments 
must  therefore  have  an  opportunity  of  withdrawing 
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from  a  treaty  in  case  Parliaments  refuse  their 
recognition.  These  two  reasons  have  made,  and  still 
make,  the  institution  of  ratification  a  necessity  for 
International  Law. 

§  512.  But  ratification,  although  necessary  in  prin-  Batifioa- 
ciple,  is  not  always  essential.  Although  it  is  now  a  u^iyl^t 
universally  recognised  customary  rule  of  International  {JJ^^w!^" 
Law  that  treaties  are  regularly  in  need  of  ratification,  neoesBaiy. 
even  if  the  latter  was  not  expressly  stipulated,  there 
are  exceptions  to  the  rule.  For  treaties  concluded 
by  such  State  functionaries  ^  as  have  within  certain 
narrow  limits,  ipso  facto  by  their  office,  the  power 
to  exercise  the  treaty-making  competence  of  their 
State  do  not  want  ratification,  but  are  binding  at 
once  when  they  are  concluded,  provided  the  re- 
spective functionaries  have  not  exceeded  their  powers. 
Further,  treaties  concluded  by  heads  of  States  in 
person  do  not  want  ratification  provided  that  they 
do  not  concern  matters  in  regard  to  which  con- 
stitutional restrictions^  are  imposed  upon  heads  of 
States.  And,  lastly,  it  may  happen  that  the  con- 
tracting parties  stipulate  expressly,  for  the  sake  of 
a  speedy  execution  of  a  treaty,  that  it  shall  be  bind- 
ing at  once  without  ratifications  being  necessary. 
Thus,  the  Treaty  of  London  of  July  15,  1840, 
between  Great  Britain,  Austria,  Bussia,  Prussia,  and 
Turkey  concerning  the  pacification  of  the  Turko- 
Egyptian  conflict  was  accompanied  by  a  secret 
protocol,^  signed  by  the  representatives  of  the  parties, 
according  to  which  the  treaty  was  at  once,  without 
being  ratified,  to  be  executed.  For  the  Powers  were, 
on  account  of  the  victories  of  Mehemet  Ali,  very 
anxious  to  settle  the  conflict  as  quickly  as  possible. 

^  S6e  above,  $  496.  '  See  above,  S  497* 

'  See  Martensi  N.B.G.,  I.  p.  163. 
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But  it  must  be  emphasised  that  renunciation  of  ratifi- 
cation is  valid  only  if  given  by  representatives  duly 
authorised  to  make  such  renunciation.  If  the  repre- 
sentatives have  not  received  a  special  authorisation 
to  dispense  with  ratification,  then  renunciation  is  not 
binding  upon  the  States  which  they  represent. 
Space  of  §  513.  No  rulc  of  International  Law  exists  for  the 
Batifioa-  spacc  of  time  within  which  ratification  must  be  given 
^^^'  or  refused.  If  such  space  of  time  is  not  specially 
stipulated  by  the  contracting  parties  in  the  very 
treaty,  a  reasonable  space  of  time  must  be  presumed 
as  mutually  granted.  Without  doubt,  a  refusal 
to  ratify  must  be  presumed  from  an  unreasonable 
lapse  of  time  without  ratification  having  been 
made.  In  most  cases,  however,  treaties  which  are 
in  need  of  ratification  contain  nowadays  a  clause 
stipulating  the  reservation  of  ratification,  and  at  the 
same  time  a  space  of  time  within  which  ratification 
shall  take  place. 
R^Sr^  ®'  §  5 14-  The  question  now  requires  attention  whether 
lion.  ratification  can  be  refused  on  just  grounds  only  or 
according  to  discretion.  Formerly^  it  was  main- 
tained that  ratification  could  not  be  refused  in  case 
the  representatives  had  not  exceeded  their  powers 
or  violated  their  secret  instructions.  But  nowadays 
there  is  probably  no  publicist  who  maintains  that 
a  State  is  in  any  case  legally  ^  bound  not  to  refuse 

^  See  Grotins,  II.  0.  11,  S  12;  larly  not  be  reftusecL    The  hair- 

Bynkenhoekt   Qoaeftiones    juris  splitting    soholastioism    of    this 

publici,     n.     7 ;      Wineqnefort,  writer  is  iUnstrated   by  a  com- 

L'Ambassadear,  11.    15;    Vattel,  parison   between   his  oostonuury 

n.  S156;    G.  F.  yon    Martens,  rule  for  the  non-refusal  of  ratifica- 

$  48.  tion  as  arbitrarily  constructed  by 

9  This  must  be  maintained  in  himself,  and  the  opinion  which  he 

spite  of  Wegmann's  (p.  32)  asser-  (p.  11)  emphatically  defends  that 

tion  that  a  customary  rule  of  the  a   treaty  is   concluded    only  by 

Law  of  Nations  has  to  be  recog-  ratification, 
nised  that  ratification  can  regu- 
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ratification.  Yet  many  insist  that  a  State  is,  except 
for  just  reasons,  in  principle  maraUy  bound  not 
to  refuse  ratification.  I  cannot,  however,  see  the 
value  of  such  a  moral  in  contradistinction  to  a  legal 
duty.  The  fact  upon  which  everybody  agrees  is 
that  International  Law  does  in  no  case  impose  a 
duty  of  ratification  upon  a  contracting  party.  A 
State  refusing  ratification  wiU  always  have  reasons 
for  such  line  of  action  which  appear  just  to  itself, 
although  they  may  be  unjust  in  the  eyes  of  others. 
In  practice,  ratification  is  given  or  withheld  at 
discretion.  But  in  the  majority  of  cases,  of  course, 
ratification  is  never  refused.  A  State  which  often 
and  apparently  wantonly  refused  ratification  of 
treaties  would  lose  all  credit  in  international  nego- 
tiations and  would  soon  feel  the  consequences.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  is  impossible  to  lay  down  hard  and 
fast  rules  respecting  just  and  unjust  causes  of  refusal 
of  ratification.  The  interests  at  stake  are  so  various, 
and  the  circumstances  which  must  influence  a  State 
are  so  imponderable,  that  it  must  be  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  every  State  to  decide  the  question  for 
itself.  Numerous  examples  of  important  treaties 
which  have  not  found  ratification  can  be  given.  It 
suffices  to  mention  the  Hay-Pauncefote  Treaty  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  regarding 
the  proposed  Nicaragua  Canal,  signed  on  February  5, 
1900,  which  was  ratified  with  modifications  by  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States,  this  being  equivalent  to 
refusal  of  ratification. 

§  515.  No  rule  of  International  Law  exists  which  Fonnot 
prescribes  a  necessary  form  of  ratification.     Batifi-  tion.  ^ 
cation  can  therefore  be  given  as  well  tacitly  as 
expressly.    Tacit  ratification  takes    place  when    a 
State    begins  the    execution    of  a  treaty    without 
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Batifloa- 
tion  by 
whom 
effected. 


expressly  ratifying  it.    Further,  ratification  may  be 

given  orally  or  in  writing,  although  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  case  in  which  ratification  was  given  orally. 
For  it  is  usual  for  ratification  to  take  the  form  of 
a  document  duly  signed  by  the  heads  of  the  States 
concerned  and  their  Secretaries  for  Foreign  Affairs. 
It  is  usual  to  draft  as  many  documents  as  there  are 
parties  to  the  convention,  and  to  exchange  these 
documents  between  the  parties.  Sometimes  the 
whole  of  the  treaty  is  recited  verbatim  in  the  ratify- 
ing documents,  but  sometimes  only  the  title,  preamble, 
and  date  of  the  treaty,  and  the  names  of  the  signatory 
representatives  are  cited.  As  ratification  is  the 
necessary  confirmation  only  of  an  already  existing 
treaty,  the  essential  requirement  in  a  ratifying  docu- 
ment is  merely  that  it  refer  clearly  and  unmis- 
takeably  to  the  treaty  to  be  ratified.  The  citation 
of  title,  preamble,  date,  and  names  of  the  represen- 
tatives is,  therefore,  quite  sufficient  to  satisfy  that 
requirement,  and  I  cannot  agree  with  those  writers 
who  maintain  that  the  whole  of  the  treaty  ought  to 
be  recited  verbatim. 

§  516.  Batification  is  effected  by  those  organs 
which  exercise  the  treaty-making  power  of  the 
States.  These  organs  are  regularly  the  heads  of  the 
States,  but  they  can,  according  to  the  Municipal  Law 
of  some  States,  delegate  the  power  of  ratification  for 
some  parts  of  the  globe  to  other  representatives. 
Thus,  the  Viceroy  of  India  is  empowered  to  ratify 
treaties  with  certain  Asiatic  monarchs  in  the  name 
of  the  King  of  Great  Britain  and  Emperor  of  India, 
and  the  Governor-General  of  Turkestan  has  the  same 
power  for  the  Emperor  of  Bussia. 

In  case  the  head  of  a  State  ratifies  a  treaty, 
although   the  necessary  constitutional  requirements 
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have  not  been  previously  fulfilled,  as,  for  instance,  in 
the  case  in  which  a  treaty  has  not  received  the 
necessary  approval  from  the  Parliament  of  the  said 
State,  the  question  arises  whether  such  ratification 
is  valid  or  null  and  void.  Many  writers  ^  maintain 
that  such  ratification  is  nevertheless  valid.  But  this 
opinion  is  not  correct,  because  it  is  clearly  evident 
that  in  such  a  case  the  head  of  the  State  has  exceeded 
his  powers,  and  that,  therefore,  the  State  concerned 
cannot  be  held  tebe  bound  by  the  treaty.^  The 
conflict  between  the  United  States  and  France 
in  1 83 1 ,  frequently  quoted  in  support  of  the  opinion 
that  such  ratification  is  valid,  is  not  in  point.  It  is 
true  that  the  United  States  insisted  on  payment 
of  the  indemnity  stipulated  by  a  treaty  which 
had  been  ratified  by  the  King  of  France  without 
having  received  the  necessary  approval  of  the  French 
Parliament,  but  the  United  States  did-^^efr  maintain 
that  the  ratification  was  valid;  she  insisted  upon  ) 
payment  because  the  French  Government  had 
admitted  that  such  indemnity  was  due  to  her.^ 

§  517.  It  follows  from  the  nature  of  the  ratifi-  Ratmca- 
cation  as  a  necessary  confirmation  of  a  treaty  already  nofiS^ 
concluded  that  ratification  must  be  either  given  or  p*^*^*^ 

,  ^  ^  and  oon- 

refused,  no  conditional  or  partial  ratification  being  ditionaL 
possible.    That  occasionally  a  State  tries  to  modify 
a  treaty  in  ratifying  it  wiQ  not  be  denied,  yet  con- 
ditional^ ratification  is  no  ratification  at  all,   but 
equivalent  to  refusal  of  ratification.     Nothing,   of 

^  See,   for   instance,    Martens,  Hagae  Conyention  of  1899  for  the 

S  107,  and  Bivier,  II.  p.  185.  adaptation  of  the    Geneya  Con- 

*  See  above,  $  497,  and  Nippold,  vention  to  maritime  warfare  must 

p.  147.  not  be  taken  as  an  example  of 

'  See   Wharton,    IL    $   131  a,  a  partial  ratification.     The  fact 

p.  2a  is  that    the    signatory    Powers 

^  The  exclusion,   by  inserting  agreed,    before   the    roHficaUon 

the  term  excU^t  of  article  10  of  the  w€u  gwen,  that  article  10  should 
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course,  prevents  the  other  contracting  party  from 
entering  mto  fresh  negotiations  in  regard  to  such 
modifications ;  but  it  must  be  emphasised  that  such 
negotiations  are  negotiations  for  a  new  treaty,  the  old 
treaty  having  become  null  and  void  through  its 
conditional  ratification.  On  the  other  hand,  no 
obligation  exists  for  such  party  to  enter  into  fresh 
negotiations,  it  being  a  fact  that  conditional  ratifi- 
cation is  identical  with  refusal  of  ratification,  where- 
by the  treaty  faUs  to  the  ground.  Thus,  for  instance, 
when  the  United  States  Senate  on  December  20, 1900, 
in  ratifying  the  Hay-Pauncefote  Treaty  as  regards 
the  Nicaragua  Canal,  accepted  modifying  amendments. 
Great  Britain  did  not  accept  the  amendments  and 
considered  the  treaty  unratified. 
Effect  of  §  5 1 8.  The  effect  of  ratification  is  the  binding  force 
tion.  ^  of  the  treaty.  But  the  question  arises  whether  the 
effect  of  ratification  is  retroactive,  so  that  the  treaty 
appears  to  be  binding  from  the  date  when  it  is 
duly  signed  by  the  representatives.  No  unanimity 
exists  among  pubUcists  as  regards  this  question.  As 
in  all  important  cases  treaties  themselves  stipulate 
the  date  from  which  they  are  to  take  effect,  the 
question  is  chiefly  of  theoretical  interest.  The  fact 
that  ratification  imparts  the  binding  force  to  a 
treaty  seems  to  indicate  that  ratification  has  regu- 
larly no  retroactive  effect.  Different,  however,  is  of 
course  the  case  in  which  the  contrary  is  expressly 
stipulated  in  the  very  treaty,  and,  again,  the  case 
when  a  treaty  contains  such  stipulations  as  shall  at 
once  be  executed,  without  waiting  for  the  necessary 
ratification.     Be  this  as  it  may,  ratification  makes 

be    exoladed.     This    agreement    veniion    thus   altered    was   then 
altered  the  signed  convention  as    ratified, 
regards  one  point,  and  the  con- 
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a  treaty  binding  only  if  the  original  consent  was  not 
given  in  error  or  under  a  delusion.^  If,  however, 
the  ratifying  State  discovers  such  error  or  delusion 
and  ratifies  the  treaty  nevertheless,  such  ratification 
makes  the  treaty  binding.  And  the  same  is  valid  as 
regards  a  ratification  given  to  a  treaty  although  the 
ratifying  State  knows  that  its  representatives  have 
exceeded  their  powers  by  concluding  the  treaty. 


VI 
Effect  of  Treaties 

Hall,  S  114— Lawr«nee,  S  i54-'Halleck,  I.  pp.  279-281— Taylor, 
SS  370-373--Whartoii,  IL  S  137— Wheaton,  S  266— Blnntflohli, 
SS  415-416— Hartmann,  S  49-— Heffter,  S  94— BonfilB,  Nof.  845-848 
— Despagnet,  Nob.  456-457~Pradier-Fod^^,  IL  Kos.  1151-1155— 
Bivier,  n.  pp.  1 19-122 — Calvo,  III.  SS  1643-1648— Fiore,  11.  Nos. 
1008-1009 — Martens,  I.  SS  65  and  114 — Nippold,  L  0.  pp.  151-160. 

§  5 1 9-  ^7  &  treaty  the  contracting  parties  are  in  sffeet  of 
the  first  place  concerned.    The  effect  of  the  treaty  SponCon- 
upon  them  is  that  they  are  bound  by  its  stipulations,  S*^"^ 
and  that  they  must  execute  it  in  all  its  parts.     No 
distinction  can  be  made  between  more  and  less  im- 
portant parts  of  the  treaty  as  regards  its  execution. 
Whatever  may  be  the  importance  or  the  insignifi- 
cance of  a  part  of  a  treaty,  it  must  be  executed  with 
good  faith,  for  the  binding  force  of  a  treaty  covers 
equaUy  all  its  parts  and  stipulations. 

§  520.  It  must  be  emphasised  that  the  binding  Efleetof 
force  of  a  treaty  concerns  the  contracting  States  2^*^SSe 
only,  and  not  their  subjects.  As  International  Law  ^f^^ 
is  a  law  between  States  only  and  exclusively,  treaties  Parties. 

^  See  above,  S  5oo« 


Treaties. 


540  TREATIES 

can  have  effect  upon  States  and  can  bind  States  only 
and  exclusively.  If  treaties  contain  stipulations 
with  regard  to  rights  and  duties  of  the  contracting 
States'  subjects,^  courts,  officials,  and  the  like,  these 
States  have  to  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary,  ac- 
cording to  their  Municipal  Law,  to  make  these  stipu- 
lations binding  upon  their  subjects,  courts,  officials,  and 
the  like.  It  may  be  that  according  to  the  Municipal 
Laws  of  some  countries  the  official  publication  of  a 
treaty  concluded  by  the  Gbvemment  is  sufficient 
for  this  purpose,  but  in  other  countries  other  steps 
are  necessary,  such,  for  example,  as  special  statutes 
to  be  passed  by  the  respective  Parliaments.^ 
c^wm  §  5^^-  ^  treaties  are  binding  upon  the  con- 
in  Qo-  tracting  States,  changes  in  the  government  or  even 
▼emmen     .^  ^j^^  j.^^^,^  ^^  government  of  one  of  the  parties  can 

ifegularly  have  no  influence  whatever  upon  the 
binding  force  of  treaties.  Thus,  for  instance,  a 
treaty  of  alliance  concluded  by  a  State  with  constitu- 
tional government  remains  valid,  although  the  Minis- 
try may  change.  And  no  head  of  a  State  can  shirk 
the  obligations  of  a  treaty  concluded  by  his  State 
under  the  government  of  his  predecessor.  Even 
when  a  monarchy  turns  into  a  republic,  or  vice  versa^ 
treaty  obligations  regularly  remain  the  same.  For  all 
such  changes  and  alterations,  important  as  they  may 
be,  do  not  alter  the  person  of  the  State  which  con- 
cluded the  treaty.  K,  however,  a  treaty  stipulation 
essentially  presupposes  a  certain  form  of  government, 
then  a  change  in  such  form  makes  such  stipulation 
void,  because  its  execution  has  become  impossible.^ 

^  See  aboye,  $  289.  must  be  decided  whether  inter- 
*  The  distinction  between  Inter-  national  treaties   have    a   direct 
national  and  Municipal  Law  as  efbot  upon  tiiie  offidals  and  sab- 
discussed  above  (S$  20-25)  ^  ^^  j^®^  of  the  contracting  parties, 
basis  from   which   the    question  '  See  below,  {  542. 
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§  522.  As  a  rule,  a  treaty  concerns  the  contracting  Effect  of 
States  only ;  neither  rights  nor  duties  regularly  arise  upon 
out  of  a  treaty  for  third  States  which  are  not  parties  ^^ 
to  the  treaty.     But  sometimes  treaties  have  indeed 
an  effect    upon    third    States.      Such  an  effect  is 
always  produced  when  a  treaty  touches  previous 
treaty  rights  of  third  States.     Thus,   for  instance, 
a    commercial    treaty  conceding    more  favourable 
conditions   than  hitherto  have  been   conceded  by 
the  parties    thereto  has  an  effect    upon  all    such 
third  States  as  have  previously  concluded  commercial 
treaties  containing  the  so-called  most-favoured'-nation 
dauae  with  one  of  the  contracting  parties. 

The  question  arises  whether  in  exceptional  cases 
third  States  can  acquire  rights  out  of  such  treaties  as 
were  specially  concluded  for  the  purpose  of  creating 
such  rights  not  only  for  the  contracting  parties  but 
also  for  third  States.  Thus,  the  Hay-Fauncefote 
Treaty  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 
of  1 90 1  stipulates  that  the  Panama  Canal  to  be  built 
shall  be  open  to  vessels  of  commerce  and  of  war  of 
all  nations,  although  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  only  are  parties.  Again,  article  5  of  the 
Boundary  Treaty  of  Buenos  Ayres  of  September  1 5, 
1 88 1 ,  stipulates  that  the  Straits  of  Magellan  shall  be 
open  to  vessels  of  all  nations,  although  Argentina 
and  Chili  only  are  parties.  I  believe  that  the  ques- 
tion must  be  answered  in  the  negative,  and  nothing 
prevents  the  contracting  parties  from  altering  such 
a  treaty  without  the  consent  of  third  States,  provided 
the  latter  have  not  in  the  meantime  acquired  such 
rights  through  the  unanimous  tacit  consent  of  all 
concerned. 
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Means  of  sbgubing  Febfobmange  of  Tbeaties 

Vftttel,  n.  SS  235-261— Hall,  S  115— Lawrenoe,  S  iS4— PMlimore,  IL 
SS  54-^3  A— Bluntsohli,  ff  425-441— HefEker,  ff  96-99— Geffoken  in 
Holtzendorff;  III.  pp.  85-90— Ullmaim,  {  71— Bonfils,  Nob.  838- 
844 — Despagnet,  Nos.  460-461 — Pradier-Fod^r^,  11.  Nob.  1156- 
1169— Rivier,  IL  pp.  94-97— Calvo,  III.  SS  1 638-1 642 —Fiore,  11. 
Nob.  1018-1019— Martens,  I.  $  115 — ^Nippold,  1.  0.  pp.  212-227. 

What  §523-   As    there   is  no  international    institution 

ha^  been  which  could  enforce  the  performance  of  treaties,  and 
in  use.  ^8  history  teaches  that  treaties  have  frequently  been 
broken,  various  means  of  securing  performance  of 
treaties  have  been  made  use  of.  The  more  important 
of  these  means  are  oaths,  hostages,  pledges,  occu- 
pation of  territory,  guarantee.  Nowadays  these 
means,  which  are  for  the  most  part  obsolete,  have  no 
longer  great  importance  on  account  of  the  gratifying 
fact  that  aU  the  States  are  now  much  more  conscien- 
tious and  faithful  as  regards  their  treaty  obligations 
than  in  former  times, 
OathB.  §  524.  Oaths  are  a  very  old  means  of  securing  the 

performance  of  treaties,  which  was  constantly  made 
use  of  not  only  in  antiquity  and  the  Middle  Ages, 
but  also  in  modem  times.  For  in  the  sixteenth  and 
seventeenth  centuries  all  important  treaties  were  still 
secured  through  oaths.  During  the  eighteenth  century 
the  custom  of  securing  treaties  through  oaths  gradually 
died  out,  the  last  example  being  the  treaty  o  alli- 
ance between  France  and  Switzerland  in  1777,  which 
was  solemnly  confirmed  by  the  oaths  of  both  parties  in 
the  Cathedral  at  Solothum.  The  employment  of  oaths 
for  securing  treaties  was  of  great  value  in  the  times 
of  absolutism,  when  little  difference  used  to  be  made 
between  the  State  and  its  monarch.    The  more  the 
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distinction  grew  into  existence  between  the  State  as 
the  subject  of  International  Law  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  monarch  as  the  temporary  chief  organ  of  the 
State  on  the  other  hand,  the  more  such  oaths  fell 
into  disuse.  For  an  oath  can  exercise  its  force  on 
the  individual  only  who  takes  it,  and  not  on  the  State 
for  which  it  is  taken. 

§525.  Hostages  are  as  old  a  means  of  securing  HoBtages. 
treaties  as  oaths,  but  they  have  likewise,  for  ordi- 
nary purposes^  at  least,  become  obsolete,  because 
they  have  practically  no  value  at  all.  The  last  case 
of  a  treaty  secured  through  hostages  is  the  Peace  of 
Aix-la-Ohapelle  of  1748,  in  which  hostages  were 
stipulated  to  be  sent  by  England  to  France  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  the  restitution  of  Cape  Breton 
Island  to  the  latter.  The  hostages  sent  were  Lords 
Sussex  and  Cathcart,  who  remained  in  France  tiU 
July  1749. 

§  526.  The  pledging  of  movable  property  by  one  Pledge, 
of  the  contracting  parties  to  the  other  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  the  performance  of  a  treaty  is  possible, 
but  has  not  frequently  occurred.  Thus,  Poland  is  said 
to  have  pledged  her  crown  jewels  once  to  Prussia.^ 
The  pledging  of  movables  is  nowadays  quite  obso- 
lete, although  it  might  on  occasion  be  revived. 

§  527.  Occupation  of  territory,  such  as  a  fort  or  oooupa- 
even  a  whole  province,  as  a  means  of  securing  the  Tenitory. 
performance  of  a  treaty,  has  frequently  been  made 
use  of  with  regard  to  the  payment  of  large  siuns  of 
money  due  to  a  State  out  of  a  treaty.  Nowadays 
such  occupation  is  only  resorted  to  in  connection  with 
treaties  of  peace  stipulating  the  payment  of  a  war 
indemnity.    Thus,  the  preliminary  peace  treaty  of 

^  Conoeming   hostages    nowa-    below,  vol.  II.  {$  25S-259. 
days  taken  in  time  of  war,  see        '  See  PhiUimore,  II.  {  55. 
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Versailles  in  1871  stipulated  diat  Germany  should 
have  the  right  to  keep  certain  parts  of  France  under 
military  occupation  until  the  final  payment  of  the 
war  indemnity  of  five  milliards  of  francs. 

§  528.  The  best  means  of  securing  treaties,  and 
one  which  is  still  in  use  generally,  is  the  guarantee  of 
such  other  States  as  are  not  directly  affected  by 
the  treaty.  Such  guarantee  is  a  kind  of  accession  ^ 
to  the  guaranteed  treaty,  and  a  treaty  in  itself — 
namely,  the  promise  of  the  guarantor  eventually  to 
do  what  is  in  his  power  to  compel  the  contracting 
party  or  parties  to  execute  the  treaty.*  Guarantee 
of  a  treaty  is  a  species  only  of  guarantee  in  general, 
which  will  be  discussed  below,  §§  574-576. 


Interest 

and 

Partioipa- 

tion  to  be 

distin- 

gaished. 


vm 

Participation  of  Third  States  in  Treaties 

Hall,  S  114— Wheaton,  f  288~Fartinaiin,  §  5i~Hefilier,  {  88— Bonfils, 
Nos.  832-834~De8pagiiet,  No.  457— Pradier-Fod^^,  11.  Nob.  1127- 
1150— Bivier,  11.  pp.  89-93 — Calvo,  III.  SS  162 1- 1626— Fiore,  XL 
Nos.  1025-1031 — Martens,  I.  f  iii. 

§  529.  Ordinarily  a  treaty  creates  rights  and  duties 
between  the  contracting  parties  exclusively.  Never- 
theless, third  States  may  be  interested  in  such  treaties, 
for  the  common  interests  of  the  members  of  the  Family 
of  Nations  are  so  interlaced  that  few  treaties  between 
single  members  can  be  concluded  in  which  third 
States  have  not  some  kind  of  interest.     But  such 


^  See  below,  f  532.  Nations    gaaranteeing     for    the 

'  Nippold  (p.  266)  proposes  that  present  and  the  fature  all  inter- 

a  nniversal  treaty  of  guarantee  national  treaties.    I  do  not  believe 

should  be  oonclnded  between  all  that  this   well-meant  proposal  is 

the  members  of  the  Family  of  feasible. 
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interest,  aU-important  as  it  may  be,  must  not  be 
confomided  with  participation  of  third  States  in 
treaties.  Such  participation  can  occur  in  five  dif- 
ferent forms — ^namely,  good  offices,  mediation,  inter- 
vention, accession,  and  adhesion.^ 

§  530.  A  treaty  may  be  concluded  with  the  help  Good 
of  the  good  offices  or  through  the  mediation  of  a  ^^^^ 
third  State,  whether  these  offices  be  asked  for  by  the  Mediation, 
contracting  parties  or  be   exercised  spontaneously 
by  a  third  State.     Such  third  State,  however,  does 
not  necessarily,  either  through  good  offices  or  through 
mediation,  become  a  real  party  to  the  treaty,  although 
this  might  be  the  case.    A  great  many  of  the  most 
important  treaties  owe  their  existence  to  the  good 
offices  or  mediation  of  third  Powers.     The  difference 
between  good  offices  and  mediation  will  be  discussed 
below,  vol.  n.  §  9; 

§  531.  A  third  State  may  in  such  a  way  participate  intenren- 
in  a  treaty  that  it  interposes  dictatorially  between 
two  States  negotiating  a  treaty  and  requests  them  to 
drop  or  to  insert  certain  stipulations.  Such  inter- 
vention does  not  necessarily  make  the  interfering 
State  a  real  party  to  the  treaty.  Instances  of  such 
intervention  are  the  protest  on  the  part  of  Ghreat  Britain 
against  the  preliminary  peace  treaty  concluded  in 
1 878  at  San  Stefano  ^  between  Bussia  and  Turkey,  and 
that  on  the  part  of  Eussia,  Germany,  and  France  in 
1 895  against  the  peace  treaty  of  Shimonoseki  ^  between 
Japan  and  China. 

^  That  certain  treftties  oonclnded  tfairough  the  faci  that  it  has  given 

by  the  suzerain   are  ipso  facto  a  mandate  to  another  State  to 

concluded  for   the   vassal    State  contract  on  its  behalf, 

does  not  make  the  latter  partici-  *  See  above  p.  184. 

pate  in  soch  treaties.    Nor  is  it  '  See    R.G.    11.    pp.    457-463. 

correct  to  speak  of  participation  of  Details   concerning   intervention 

a  third  State  in  a  treaty  when  a  have  been  given  above,  f  134-138 ; 

State  becomes  party  to  a  treaty  see  also  below,  vol.  II.  f  50. 
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AMewUm«       §  532.  Of  accession  there  are  two  kinds.    Acces- 
sion is  termed,  first,  the  formal  entrance  of  a  third 
State  into  an  existing   treaty  so  that  snch  State 
becomes  a  party  to  the  treaty  with  all  rights  and 
duties  arising  therefrom.    Such  accession  can  take 
place  only  with  the  consent  of  the  original  con- 
tracting parties,  and  accession  always  constitutes  a 
'"  treaty  of  itself.    Very  often  the  contracting  parties 
I   stipulate  expressly  that  the  treaty  shall  be  open  to 
I   the  accession  of  a  certain  State.    And  the  so-called 
^law-making  treaties,  as  the  Declaration  of  Paris  or 
the  Geneva  Convention  for  example,  regularly  stipu- 
late the  option  of  accession  of  all  such  States  as  have 
not  been  originally  contracting  parties. 

But  there  is,  secondly,  another  kind  of  accession 
possible.  For  a  State  may  enter  into  a  treaty 
between  other  States  for  the  purpose  of  guarantee.^ 
This  kind  of  accession  makes  the  acceding  State  a 
party  to  the  treaty  too ;  but  the  rights  and  duties  of 
the  acceding  State  are  different  from  the  rights  and 
duties  of  the  other  parties,  for  the  former  is  a 
guarantor  only,  whereas  the  latter  are  directly 
affected  by  the  treaty. 

Adhesion.  §  533*  Adhesiou  is  termed  such  entrance  of  a  third 
State  into  an  existing  treaty  as  takes  place  either  with 
regard  only  to  a  part  of  the  stipulations  or  with  regard 
only  to  certain  principles  laid  down  in  the  treaty. 
Whereas  through  acpessipn  a  third  State  becomes  a 
party  to  the  treaty  with  all  the  rights  and  duties 
arising  from  it,  through  adhesion  a  third  State 
becomes  a  party  only  to  such  parts  or  principles  of 
the  treaty  as  it  has  adhered  to.  But  it  must  be 
emphasised  that  the  distinction  between  accession 
and  adhesion  is  one  made  in  theory,  to  which  practice 

^  See  aboye,  $  528. 
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does  not  always  correspond.  Often  treaties  speak 
of  accession  of  third  States  where  in  fact  adhesion 
only  is  meant,  and  vice  versa.  Thus,  article  4  of  the 
Hague  Convention  with  respect  to  the  laws  and 
customs  of  war  on  land  stipulates  the  possibility  of 
future  adhesion  of  non-signatory  Powers,  although 
accession  is  meant. 


IX 
Expiration  and  Dissolution  of  Treaties 

Vattel,  II.  fS  i98-2o5~Hall,  {  1 16— Wesilake,  I.  pp.  284-286— 
Lawrence,  S  154— Halleck,  I.  pp.  293-296— Taylor,  SS  394-399— 
Wharton,  11.  f  137A— Wheaton,  f  275— BlnntBchli,  {$450-461— 
Heffter,  S  99 — UUmann,  {  73 — ^Bonfils,  Nos.  855-860 — ^Despagnet, 
Nob.  462-465— Pradier-Fod^r^  11.  Nos.  1200-1218— Bivier,  II. 
§  55— Calvo,  in.  JS  1662-1668— Piore,  11.  Nob.  1047-1052 — 
Martene,  I.  $  117 — JeDinek,  "Die  rechtliche  Natnr  der  Staaten- 
vertrfige,"  pp.  62-64— Nippold,  1.  0.  pp.  235-248— OKvi,  "  Bull'  es- 
ilnsione  dei  trafttati  intemazionali  *'  (1883). 

§  534.  The  binding  force   of  treaties  may  termi-  Expira- 
nate  in  four  different  ways,  because  a  treaty  may  diStoIu- 
either  expire,  or  be  dissolved,   or  become  void,  or  o^n|.J^, 
be  cancelled.^     The  grounds  of  expiration  of  trea-  tmofcion 
ties    are,  first,  expiration  of  the   time   for  which  a  ment 
treaty  was  concluded,  and,  secondly,  occurrence  of 
a  resolutive  condition.     Of  grounds  of  dissolution  of 
treaties   there  are   three — namely,  mutual  consent, 
withdrawal  by  notice,  and  vital  change  of  circum- 
stances.   In  contradistinction  to  expiration  and  dis- 
solution as  well   as   to  voidance   and  cancellation, 

^  The  distinotion  made  in  the  although  it  would  seem  to  be  of 
text  between  fdlfilment,  expiration,  considerable  importance.  Void- 
dissolution,  voidance,  and  cancel-  ance  and  cancellation  will  be  dis- 
lation  of  treaties  is,  as  far  as  cussed  below,  §§  540-544  and  545* 
I  know,  nowhere  sharply  drawn,  549. 

V  H  3 
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fulfilment  of  treaties  does  not  terminate  their  bind- 
ing force.     A  treaty  whose  obligation  has  been  ful- 
filled  is  as  valid  as  before,  although   it  is  now  of 
historical  interest  only. 
E^qpirs.  §  535-  All  such  treaties  as  are  concluded  for  a  cer- 

through      tain  period  of  time  only,  expire  with  the  expiration 
orib^^  of  such  time,  unless  they  are  renewed  or  prolonged 
for  another  period.      Such  time^iring  treaties  are 
frequently  concluded,  and  no  notice  is  necessary  for 
their  expirations,  except  when  specially  stipulated. 

A  treaty,  however,  may  be  concluded  for  a  certain 
period  of  time  only,  but  with  the  additional  stipula- 
tion that  the  treaty  shall  after  the  lapse  of  such 
period  be  valid  for  another  such  period,  unless  one 
of  the  contracting  parties  gives  notice  in  due  time. 
Ezpira.  §536-   Different  from    time-expiring  treaties  are 

ttSotigh      ®^^^  ^^  ^^^  concluded  under  a  resolutive  condition, 
Besointive  which   mcaus   Under  the   condition  that   they  shall 

Condition.      ^  •  '^i     xi_  i?       __^   •         • 

at  once   expure  with  the  occurrence  of  certain  cir- 
cumstances.   As  soon  as  these  circumstances  arise, 
the  treaties  expire. 
Mntaai  §537-  A   treaty,  although  concluded   for  ever  or 

""*  *  for  a  period  of  time  which  has  not  yet  expired,  may 
nevertheless  always  be  dissolved  by  mutual  consent 
of  the  contracting  parties.  Such  mutual  consent  can 
become  apparent  in  three  different  ways. 

First,  the  parties  can  expressly  and  purposely 
declare  that  a  treaty  shall  be  dissolved.  Or,  secondly, 
they  can  conclude  a  new  treaty  concerning  the  same 
objects  as  those  of  a  former  treaty  without  any 
reference  to  the  latter,  although  the  two  treaties  are 
inconsistent  with  each  other;  in  such  a  case  it  is 
obvious  that  the  treaty  previously  concluded  was 
dissolved  by  tacit  mutual  consent.  Or,  thirdly,  if 
the  treaty  is  such  as  imposes  obligations  upon  one 
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of  the  contracting  parties  only,  the  other  party  can 
renounce  its  rights.  Dissolution  by  renunciation  is 
a  case  of  dissolution  by  mutual  consent,  since  accept- 
ance of  the  renunciation  is  necessary. 

§  538.  Treaties,  provided  they  are  not  such  as  are  With- 
concluded  for  ever,  may  also  be  dissolved  by  with-  NotToo.  ^ 
drawal,  after  notice  by  one  of  the  parties.  Many 
treaties  stipulate  expressly  the  possibility  of  such 
withdrawal,  and  as  a  rule  contain  details  in  regard 
to  form  and  period  in  which  notice  is  to  be  given 
for  the  purpose  of  withdrawal.  But  there  are  other 
treaties  which,  although  they  do  not  expressly  stipu- 
late the  possibility  of  withdrawal,  can  nevertheless 
be  dissolved  after  notice  by  one  of  the  contracting 
parties.  To  that  chiss  belong  aU  such  treaties  as 
are  either  not  expressly  concluded  for  ever  or  appa- 
rently not  intended  to  set  up  an  everlasting  condi- 
tion of  things.  Thus,  for  instance,  a  commercial 
treaty  or  a  treaty  of  alliance  not  concluded  for  a 
fixed  period  only  can  always  be  dissolved  after 
notice,  although  not  expressly  stipulated.  Treaties, 
however,  which  are  apparently  intended,  or  expressly 
concluded,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  an  ever- 
lasting condition  of  things,  and,  further,  treaties 
concluded  for  a  certain  period  of  time  only,  are 
regularly  not  notifiable,  although  they  can  be  dis- 
solved by  mutual  consent  of  the  contracting  parties. 

It  must  be  emphasised  that  all  treaties  of  peace 
and  all  boundary  treaties  belong  to  this  class.  It 
cannot  be  denied  that  history  records  innumerable 
cases  in  which  treaties  of  peace  have  not  esta- 
blished an  everlasting  condition  of  things,  since  one 
or  both  of  the  contracting  States  took  up  arms 
again  as  soon  as  they  recovered  from  the  ex- 
hausting   effect   of   the    previous  war.      But    this 


stances. 
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does  not  prove  either  that  such  treaties  can  be 
dissolved  through  giving  notice,  or  that  they  are,  as 
far  as  International  Law  at  least  is  concerned,  not 
intended  to  create  an  everlasting  condition  of 
things. 
^  o,  §  539.  Although,  as  just  stated,  treaties  concluded 
cironm-  for  a  certain  period  of  time,  and  such  treaties  as  are 
apparently  intended  or  expressly  contracted  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  up  an  everlasting  condition  of 
things,  cannot  in  principle  be  dissolved  by  with- 
drawal of  one  of  the  parties,  there  is  an  exception  to 
this  rule.  For  it  is  an  almost  universally  recognised 
fact  that  vital  changes  of  circumstances  may  be  of 
such  a  kind  as  to  justify  a  party  in  notifying  an 
unnoti&able  treaty.  The  vast  majority  of  publicists, 
as  well  as  all  the  Governments  of  the  members  of  the 
Family  of  Nations,  agree  that  all  treaties  are  concluded 
under  the  tacit  condition  rebus  sic  stantibus.  That 
this  condition  involves  a  certain  amount  of  danger 
cannot  be  denied,  for  it  can  be,  and  indeed  frequently 
has  been,  abused  for  the  purpose  of  hiding  the 
violation  of  treaties  behind  the  shield  of  law,  and  of 
covering  shameful  wrong  with  the  mantle  of  righteous- 
ness. But  all  this  cannot  alter  the  fact  that  this  excep- 
tional condition  is  as  necessary  for  International  Law 
and  international  intercourse  as  the  very  rule  pacta 
sunt  servanda.  When,  for  example,  the  existence  or 
the  necessary  development  of  a  State  stands  in  an 
unavoidable  conflict  with  such  State's  treaty  obliga- 
tions, the  latter  must  give  way,  for  self-preservation 
and  development  in  accordance  with  the  growth  and 
the  necessary  requirements  of  the  nation  are  the 
primary  duties  of  every  State.  No  State  would 
consent  to  any  such  treaty  as  would  hinder  it  in  the 
fulfilment  of  these  primary  duties.     The  consent  of  a 
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State  to  a  treaty  presupposes  a  conviction  that  such 
treaty  is  not  fraught  with  danger  to  its  existence 
and  development,  and  implies  a  condition  that,  if 
by  an  unforeseen  change  of  ch-cumstances  the  obUga- 
tions  stipulated  in  the  treaty  should  imperil  the 
said  State's  existence  and  necessary  development, 
the  treaty,  although  by  its  nature  unnotifiable,  should 
nevertheless  be  notifiable. 

The  danger  of  the  clause  rebus  sic  stantibus  is  to 
be  found  in  the  elastic  meaning  of  the  term  "  vital 
changes  of  circumstances,"  as,  after  alL  a  State  must 
in  every  special  case  judge  for  itself  whether  there  is 
or  is  not  a  vital  change  of  circumstances  justifying 
its  withdrawal  from  an  unnotifiable  treaty.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  danger  is  counterbalanced  by  the 
fact  that  the  frequent  and  unjustifiable  use  of  the 
clause  rebus  sic  stantibus  by  a  State  would  certainly 
destroy  all  its  credit  among  the  nations. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  generally  agreed  that  every 
change  of  circumstances  by  no  means  justifies  a 
State  in  making  use  of  the  clause.  All  agree  that, 
although  treaty  obligations  may  through  a  change  of 
circumstances  become  disagreeable,  burdensome,  and 
onerous,  they  must  nevertheless  be  discharged.  All 
agree,  further,  that  a  change  of  government  and  even 
a  change  in^  the  form  of  a  State,  such  as  the  turning 
of  a  monarchy  into  a  republic  and  vice  versa^  does 
not  alone  and  in  itself  justify  a  State  in  notifying 
such  a  treaty  as  is'  by  its  nature  ^unnotifiable.  On 
the  other^faand^  all  agree  in  regard  to  many  cases  in 
which  the  clause  rebus  sic  stantibus  could  justly 
be  made  use  of.  Thus,  for  example,  if  a  State 
enters  into  a  treaty  of  alliance  for  a  certain  period 
of  time,  and  if  before  the  expiration  of  the  alli- 
ance a  change  of  circumstances  occurs,  so  that  now 
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the  alliance  endangers  the  very  existence  of  one  of 
the  contracting  parties,  all  will  agree  that  the  clause 
rebus  sic  stantibus  would  justify  such  party  in  notify- 
ing the  treaty  of  alliance. 

A  certain  amount  of  disagreement  as  to  the  cases 
in  which  the  clause  might  or  might  not  be  justly 
applied  will  of  course  always  remain.  But  the  fact 
is  remarkable  that  during  the  nineteenth  century  not 
many  cases  of  the  application  of  the  clause  have 
occurred.  And  the  States  and  public  opinion 
everywhere  have  come  to  the  conviction  that  the 
clause  rebus  sic  stantibus  ought  not  to  give  the 
right  to  a  State  to  liberate  itself  from  the  obliga- 
tions of  a  treaty,  but  only  the  claim  to  be  released 
from  these  obligations  by  the  other  parties  to  the 
treaty.  When,  in  1870,  during  the  Franco -German 
War,  Bussia  declared  her  withdrawal  from  such 
stipulations  of  the  Treaty  of  Paris  of  1856  as  con- 
cerned the  neutralisation  of  the  Black  Sea  and  the 
restriction  imposed  upon  Bussia  in  regard  to  men-of- 
war  in  that  sea.  Great  Britain  protested,  and  a  con- 
ference was  held  in  London  in  1871.  Although  by  a 
treaty  signed  on  March  13,  187 1,  this  conference, 
consisting  of  the  signatory  Powers  of  the  Treaty  of 
Paris — namely,  Austria,  England,  Prance,  Germany, 
Italy,  Bussia,  and  Turkey — complied  with  the  wishes 
of  Bussia  and  abolished  the  neutralisation  of  the  Black 
Sea,  it  adopted  in  a  protocol^  of  January  17,  187 1, 
the  following  declaration  : — "  Que  c'est  un  principe 
essentiel  du  droit  des  gens  qu'aucune  Puissance  ne 
pent  se  delier  des  engagements  d'un  trait6,  ni  en 
modifier  les  stipulations,  qu'k  la  suite  de  Tassentiment 
des  parties  contractantes,  au  moyen  d'une  entente 
amicale." 

»  See  Martens,  N.R.G.  XVIII.  p.  278. 
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In  spite  of  this  declaration,  signed  also  by  herself, 
Bussia  in  1886  notified  her  withdrawal  from  article 
59  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  of  1878  stipulating  the  free- 
dom of  the  port  of  Batoum.^  The  signatory  Powers 
of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  seem  to  have  tacitly  con- 
sented, with  the  exception  of  Great  Britain,  which 
protested.  Thus  the  standard  value  of  the  declaration 
of  the  Conference  of  London  of  1871  has  become 
doubtful  again. 


X 

YOIBA^CB  OF  TbEATIBS 
See  the  literature  quoted  at  the  oommenoement  of  f  534. 

§  540.  A  treaty,  although  it  has  neither  expired  Groanda 
nor  been  dissolved,  may  nevertheless  lose  its  binding  ^©e? 
force  by  becoming  void.^  And  such  voidance  may 
have  different  grounds— namely,  extinction  of  one 
of  the  two  contracting  parties,  impossibility  of 
execution,  realisation  of  the  purpose  of  the  treaty 
otherwise  than  by  fulfilment,  and,  lastly,  extmction 
of  such  object  as  was  concerned  in  a  treaty. 

§  541.  All  treaties  concluded  between  two  States  Extinc- 
become  void  through  the  extinction  of  one  of  the  one^of  the 
contracting  parties,  provided  they   do  not  devolve  JjJ^^"" 
upon  such  State  as  succeeds  to  the  extinct  State.  Parties. 
That  some  treaties  devolve  upon  the  successor  has 
been  shown  above  (§  82),  but  many  treaties  do  not. 
On  this  ground  all  political  treaties,  such  as  treaties 
of    alliance,    guarantee,   neutrality,   and    the    like, 
become  void. 

^  See  Martens,  N.R.G.  2nd  ser.    be  eonfotinded  with  the  voidance 
XIV.  p.  170.  of  a  treaty  from  its  very  begin- 

'  But  such  voidance  must  not    ning.    (See  above,  $  501.) 
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imp<»-  §  542.  All  treaties  whose  execution  becomes  impos- 

Ezaootioii.  ^^^^  subsequently  to  their  conclusion  are  thereby 
rendered  void.  A  frequently  quoted  example  is  that 
of  three  States  concluding  a  treaty  of  alliance  and 
subsequent  war  breaking  out  between  two  of  the 
contracting  parties.  In  such  case  it  is  impossible 
for  the  third  party  to  execute  the  treaty,  and  it 
becomes  void.^  It  must,  however,  be  added  that  the 
impossibility  of  execution  may  be  temporary  only, 
and  that  then  the  treaty  is  not  void  but  suspended 
only. 

BeftUfla.         §  543-   ^    treaties   whose    purpose    is   realised 

Uonof       otherwise  than   by   fulfilment  become  void.      For 

Treaty       example,  a  treaty  concluded  by  two  States  for  the 

by^Fiii^"  purpose  of  inducing  a  third  State  to  undertake  a 

ra«n*.        certain  obligation  becomes   void  if  the  third  State 

voluntarily  undertakes  the  same  obligation  before 

the  two  contracting  States  have  had  an  opportunity 

of  approaching  the  third  State  with  regard  to  the 

matter. 

Eztinciion      §  544-  All  treaties  whose  obligations  concern  a 

objecfaa    Certain  object  become  void  through  the  extinction  of 

^"2^.     such  object.     Treaties,  for  example,  concluded  in 

Treaty.      regard  to  a  certain  island  become  void  when  such 

island  disappears   through  the  operation  of  nature, 

as  likewise  do  treaties  concerning  a  third  State  when 

such  State  merges  in  another. 

^  See  also  above,  {  521,  where  reason  cannot  be  executed  when 

the  case  is  mentioned  that  a  treaty  this  form  of  government  undergoes 

essentially  presupposes  a  certain  a  change, 
form  of  government,  and  for  this 
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XI 

Cancellation  of  Treaties 

See  the  literature  quoted  at  the  commencement  of  {  534. 

§  545.  A  treaty,  although  it  has  neither  expired,  Otoxmaa 
nor  been  dissolvea,  nor  become  void,  may  neverthe-  lation. 
less  lose  its  binding  force  by  cancellation.  Causes 
of  cancellation  are  fourfold — namely,  inconsistency 
with  International  Law  created  subsequently  to  the 
conclusion  of  the  treaty,  violation  by  one  of  the 
contracting  parties,  subsequent  change  of  status  of 
one  of  them,  and  war. 

§  546.  Just   as  treaties  have    no    binding    force  inconBis- 
when  concluded  with  reference  to  an  Ulegal  object,  sub- 
so    they  lose   their  binding  force  when  through  a  iXr  °* 
progressive  development  of  International  Law  they  J^^^"*' 
become  inconsistent  with  the  latter.     Through  the 
abolition     of    privateering     among    the     signatory 
Powers  of  the   Declaration  of  Paris  of   1856,   for 
example,  all  treaties  between  some  of  these  Powers 
based  on  privateering  as  a  recognised  institution  of 
International  Law  were  ipso  facto  cancelled.     But  it 
must  be  emphasised  that  subsequent  Municipal  Law 
can  certainly  have  no  such  influence  upon  existing 
treaties.     On  occasions,  indeed,  subsequent  Municipal 
Law  creates  for  a  State  a  conflict  between  its  treaty 
obligations  and  such  law.     In  such   case  this  State 
must  endeavour  to  obtain  a  release  by  the  other 
contracting  party  from  these  obligations. 

§547.  Violation  of  a  treaty  by  one  of  the  con-  violation 
tracting  States  does  not  ipso  facto  cancel  such  treaty,  the^c^n^ 
but  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  other  party  to  cancel  ^J^^ 
it  on  the  ground  of  violation.    There  is  no  unanimity 
among  writers  on  International  Law  in  regard  to 
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this  point,  in  so  far  as  a  minority  makes  a  distinction 
between  essential  and  non-essential  stipulations  of 
the  treaty,  and  maintains  that  violation  of  essential 
stipulations  only  creates  a  right  for  the  other  party 
to  cancel  the  treaty.  But  the  majority  of  writers 
rightly  oppose  this  distinction,  maintaining  that 
it  is  not  always  possible  to  distinguish  essential  from 
non-essential  stipulations,  that  the  binding  force  of  a 
treaty  protects  non-essential  stipulations  as  well  as 
essential  ones,  and  that  it  is  for  the  faithful  party 
to  consider  for  itself  whether  violation  of  a  treaty, 
even  in  its  least  essential  parts,  justifies  the  cancelling 
of  the  treaty.  The  case,  however,  is  different  when 
a  treaty  expressly  stipulates  that  it  should  not  be 
considered  broken  by  violation  of  merely  one  or 
another  part  of  it.  And  it  must  be  emphasised  that 
the  right  to  cancel  the  treaty  on  the  ground  of  its 
violation  must  be  exercised  in  due  time  after  the 
violation  has  become  known.  If  the  Power  possess- 
ing such  right  does  not  exercise  it  in  due  time,  it 
must  be  taken  for  granted  that  such  right  has  been 
waived.  A  mere  protest,  such  as  the  protest  of 
England  in  1886  when  Bussia  withdrew  from  article 
59  of  the  Treaty  of  Berlin  of  1878,  stipulating 
the  freedom  of  the  port  of  Batoum,  neither  con- 
stitutes a  cancellation  nor  reserves  the  right  of  can- 
cellation. 
Sob-  §  548.    A  cause  which  ipso  facto  cancels  treaties 

Sang^of  ^^  ™^^  subsequent  change  of  status  of  one  of  the 
statosof    contracting  States   as   transforms  it  into  a  depen- 

one  of  (he  *.in  a  -I'-i  -i 

Contract-    dency  of  another  State.    As  everything  depends  upon 

pities.      ^^^  merits  of  each  case,  no  general  rule  can  be  laid 

down  as  regards  the  question  when  such  change  of 

status  must  be  considered  to  have  taken  place,  and, 

further,  as  regards  the  other  question  as  to  the  kind 
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of  treaties  cancelled  by  such  change.  Thus,  for 
example,  when  a  State  becomes  a  member  of  a 
Federal  State,  it  is  obvious  that  all  its  treaties  of 
alliance  are  ipso  facto  cancelled,  for  in  a  Federal 
State  the  power  of  making  war  rests  with  the  Federal 
State,  and  not  with  the  single  members.  And  the 
same  is  valid  as  regards  a  hitherto  full-Sovereign  State 
which  comes  under  the  suzerainty  of  another  State. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  good  many  treaties  retain  their 
binding  force  in  spite  of  such  a  change  in  the  status 
of  a  State,  all  such  treaties,  namely,  as  concern 
matters  in  regard  to  which  the  State  has  not  lost 
its  sovereignty  through  the  change.  For  instance, 
if  the  constitution  of  a  Federal  State  stipulates 
that  the  matter  of  extradition  remains  fully  in 
the  competence  of  the  member-States,  all  treaties  of 
extradition  of  members  concluded  with  third  States 
previous  to  their  becoming  members  of  the  Federal 
State  retain  their  binding  force. 

§  549.  How  far  war  is  a  general  ground  of  cancel-  War. 
lation  of  treaties  is  not  quite  settled.     Details  on  this 
point  will  be  given  below,  vol.  11.  §  99. 


xn 

Renewal,  Beconfirmation,  and  Bedinteobation  of 

Treaties 

Vfttiel,  II.  $  19^— Htll,  $  117— Taylor,  $  400— Hartmann,  $  51— 
nilmaim,  S  73— Bonfils,  Nos.  851-854— Ftedier-Fod^r^,  11.  Nos. 
1191-1199 — Biyier,  11.  pp.  143-146— Calvo,  in.  {$  1637,  1666, 1669 
— Fiore,  II.  NO0.  1048-1049. 

§  550.  Renewal  of  treaties  is  the  term  for  the  prolon-  Benewai 
gation  of  such  treaties  before  their  expiration  as  were 
concluded  for  a  definite  period  of  time  only.   Benewai 
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can  take  place  through  a  new  treaty,  and  the  old 
treaty  may  then  as  a  body  or  in  parts  only  be 
renewed.  But  the  renewal  can  also  take  place 
automatically,  many  treaties  concluded  for  a  certain 
period  stipulating  expressly  that  they  are  considered 
renewed  for  another  period  in  case  neither  of  the 
contracting  parties  has  given  notice. 
B«ooD.  §  551*  Reconfirmation  is  the  term  for  the  express 

firm»iioii.  statement  made  in  a  new  treaty  that  a  certain  pre- 
vious treaty,  whose  validity  has  or  might  have  become 
doubtful,  is  still,  and  remains,  valid.  Beconfirma- 
tion  takes  place  after  such  changes  of  circumstances 
as  might  be  considered  to  mterfere  with  the  validity  of 
a  treaty ;  for  instance,  after  a  war  as  regards  such 
treaties  as  have  not  been  cancelled  by  the  outbreak 
of  war.  Beconfirmation  can  be  given  to  the  whole 
of  a  previous  treaty  or  to  parts  of  it  only.  Some- 
times reconfirmation  is  given  in  this  very  precise  way, 
that  a  new  treaty  stipulates  that  a  previous  treaty 
shall  be  incorporated  in  itself.  It  must  be  emphasised 
that  in  such  a  case  those  parties  to  the  new  treaty 
which  have  not  been  parties  to  the  previous  treaty 
do  not  now  become  so  by  its  reconfirmation,  the  latter 
applying  to  the  previous  contracting  parties  only. 
Bedinte.  §  552.  Treaties  which  have  lost  their  binding  force 
grmtion.  through  expiratiou  or  cancellation  may  regain  it 
through  redintegration.  A  treaty  becomes  redinte- 
grated by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  contracting 
parties  regularly  given  in  a  new  treaty.  Thus  it  is 
usual  for  treaties  of  peace  to  redintegrate  all  those 
treaties  cancelled  through  the  outbreak  of  war  whose 
stipulations  the  contracting  parties  do  not  want  to 
alter. 

Without  doubt,  redintegration  does  not  necessarily 
take  place  by  a  treaty,  as  theoretically  it  must  be 
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considered  possible  for  the  contracting  parties  to 
tacitly  redintegrate  an  expired  or  cancelled  treaty  by 
a  line  of  conduct  which  indicates  apparently  their 
intention  to  redintegrate  the  treaty.  However,  I  do 
not  know  of  any  instance  of  such  tacit  redintegration. 


xm 

Intebfebtation  of  Tbeatibs 

GhroiiiUi  II.  0.  16— Vattel,  II.  {  322— Hall,  {{  111-112— Phillimore,  tt. 
S$  64-95— Halleok,  !•  PP*  296-304— Taylor,  $J  373-393— Walker, 
S  31— Wheaton,  {  287— Hefiier,  S  95— UUmann,  {  72— Bonfils,  Nos. 
835-837— Pradier-Fod6r6,  IL  No«.  1171-11S9— Rivier,  11.  pp.  122- 
125— Galvo,  m.  SS 1649-1660— Fiore,  n.NoB.  1032-1046— Martens, 
I.  {  1 16— Weeilake,  I.  pp.  282-283. 

§  553.  Neither  customary  nor  conventional  rules  Authentio 
of  International  Law  exist  concerning  interpretation  tation!" 
of  treaties.     Grotius  and  the  later  authorities  applied  ^^*^® 
the  rules  of  Boman  Law  respecting  interpretation  in  promise 
general  to  interpretation  of  treaties.     On  the  whole,     ^^^' 
such  application  is  correct  in  so  far  as  those  rules  of 
Boman  Law  are  full  of  common  sense.    But  it  must 
be  emphasised  that  interpretation  of  treaties  is  in  the 
first  instance  a  matter  of  consent  between  the  con- 
tracting parties.     If  they  choose  a  certain  interpreta- 
tion, no  other  has  any  basis.     It  is  only  when  they 
disagree  that  an  interpretation  based  on  scientific 
grounds  can  ask  a  hearing.    And  these  scientific 
grounds  can  be  no  other  than  those  provided  by 
jurisprudence.     The  best  means  of  settling  questions 
of  interpretation,  provided  the  parties  cannot  come 
to  terms,  is  arbitration,  as  the  appointed  arbitrators 
will  apply  the  general  rules  of  jurisprudence.    Now 
in  regard  to  interpretation  given  by  the  parties  them- 
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selves,  there  are  two  different  ways  open  to  them. 
They  may  either  agree  informally  upon  the  interpre- 
tation and  execute  the  treaty  accordingly.     Or  they 
may  make  an  additional  new  treaty  and  stipulate 
therein  such  interpretation  of  the  previous  treaty  as 
they  choose.     In  the    latter    case    one    speaks  of 
^'authentic"    interpretation    in    analogy    with    the 
authentic    interpretation  of   Municipal  Law  given 
expressly    by  a  statute.    Nowadays  treaties    very 
often  contain  the  so-called  '^  compromise  clause  "  as 
regards  interpretation — ^namely,  the  clause  that,  in 
case  the  parties  should  not  agree  on  questions  of 
interpretation,  these  questions  shall  be  settled  by 
arbitration.     Italy  and    Switzerland    regularly    en- 
deavour to  insert  that  clause  in  their  treaties. 
Bales  of         §  554.  It  is  of  importance  to  enimierate  some  rules 
totkm"     of    interpretation    which    recommend    themselves, 
which       because  everybody  agrees  upon  their  suitability, 
mend  (i)  All  treaties  must  be  interpreted  according  to 

gei^.  their  reasonable  in  contradistinction  to  their  literal 
sense.  An  excellent  example  illustrating  this  rule  is 
the  following,  which  is  quoted  by  several  writers : — 
In  the  interest  of  Great  Britain  the  Treaty  of  Peace 
of  Utrecht  of  1 7 1 3  stipulated  in  its  article  9  that  the 
port  and  the  fortification  of  Dunkirk  should  be 
destroyed  and  never  be  rebuilt.  Prance  complied 
with  this  stipulation,  but  at  the  same  time  began 
building  an  even  larger  port  at  Mardyck,  a  league 
off  Dunkirk.  Great  Britain  protested  on  the  ground 
that  France  in  so  acting  was  violating  the  reasonable, 
although  not  Jhe  literal,  sense  of  the  Peace  of  Utrecht, 
and  France  recognised  in  the  end  this  interpretation 
and  discontinued  the  building  of  the  new  port. 

(2)  The  terms  used  in  a  treaty  must  be  interpreted 
according  to  their  usual  meaning  in  the  language  of 
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every- day  life,  provided  they  are  not  expressly  used 
in  a  certain  technical  meaning  or  another  meaniag 
is  not  apparent  from  the  context. 

(3)  It  is  taken  for  granted  that  the  contracting 
parties  intend  something  reasonable,  something  ade- 
quate to  the  purpose  of  the  treaty,  and  something 
not  inconsistent  with  generally  recognised  principles 
of  International  Law  and  with  previous  treaty  obliga- 
tions towards  third  States.  If,  therefore,  the  meaning 
of  a  stipulation  is  ambiguous,  the  reasonable  mean- 
ing is  to  be  preferred  to  the  unreasonable,  the  more 
reasonable  to  the  less  reasonable,  the  adequate 
meaning  to  the  meaning  not  adequate  for  the 
purpose  of  the  treaty,  the  consistent  meaning  to  the 
meaning  inconsistent  with  general  recognised  prin- 
ciples of  International  Law  and  with  previous  treaty 
obligations  towards  third  States. 

(4)  The  principle  in  duhio  mitim  must  be  applied 
in  interpreting  treaties.  If,  therefore,  the  meaning 
of  a  stipulation  is  ambiguous,  the  meaning  is  to 
be  preferred  which  is  less  onerous  for  the  obliged 
party,  or  which  interferes  less  with  the  parties'  terri- 
torial and  personal  supremacy,  or  which  contains  less 
general  restrictions  upon  the  parties. 

(5)  Previous  treaties  between  the  same  parties, 
and  treaties  between  one  of  the  parties  and  third 
parties,  may  be  alluded  to  for  the  purpose  of  clearing 
up  the  meaning  of  a  stipulation. 

(6)  If  there  is  a  discrepancy  between  the  clear 
meaning  of  a  stipulation,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on 
the  other,  the  intentions  of  one  of  the  parties  declared 
during  the  negotiations  preceding  the  signing  of 
a  treaty,  the  decision  must  depend  on  the  merits 
of  the  special  case.    K,  for  instance,  the  discrepancy 
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was  produced  through  a  mere  clerical  error  or  by 
some  other  kind  of  mistake,  it  is  obvious  that  an 
interpretation  is  necessary  in  accordance  with  the 
real  intentions  of  the  contracting  parties.^ 

*  The  whole  matter  of  inter-    in  an  admirable  way  by  Phillimore 
pretation  of  treaties  is  dealt  with    11.  $$  64-95. 
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CHAPTER  m 

IMPORTANT  GBOUPS  OF  TREATIES 

I 

Important  Law-making  Treaties 

§  555.  Although  law-making  treaties  ^  have  been  important 
concluded  since  International  Law  came  into  exist-  making 
ence,  it  was  not  until  the  nineteenth  century  that  £^^d?of 
such  law-making  treaties  existed  as  are  of  world-  the^e- 
wide  importance.     Although    at    the    Congress  at  centiiry. 
Mtinster  and  Osnabrtlck  all  the  then  existing  Euro- 
pean Powers,  with  the  exception  of  Great  Britain, 
Bussia,  and  Poland,  were    represented,  the  West- 
phalian  Peace  of  1648,  to  which  France,  Sweden, 
and  the  States  of  tErGi;^an  Empire  were  parties, 
and  which  recognised  the  independence  of  Switzer- 
land and  the  Netherlands  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on 
the  other,  the  practical  sovereignty  of  the  then  exist- 
ing 355  States  of  the  German  Empire,  was  not  of 
world-wide  importance,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it 
contains  various  law-making  stipulations.    And  the 
same  may  be  said  with  regard  to  all  other  treaties  of 
peace  between  1648  and  181 5.    The  first  law-making 
treaty  of  world-wide  importance  was  the  Final  Act  of 
the  Vienna  Congress,  181 5^and  the  last,  as  yet,  is  the 
Treaty  of  Washington  of  1901.     But  it  must  be 

^  Concerning  tibe   conception  of  law-making  treaties^  see  above 
§$  18  and  492. 
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particularly  noted  that  not  all  of  these  are  ipure  law- 
making treaties,  since  many  contain  other  stipulations 
besides  those  which  are  law-making. 
Final  Aoi       §  556.  The  Final  Act  of  the  Vienna  Congress/ 
Vienna      signed  on  June  9,  181 5,  by  Great  Britain,  Austria, 
Gongreas.    France,  Portugal,  Prussia,  Bussia,  Spain,  and  Sweden- 
Norway,  comprises  law-making  stipulations  of  world- 
wide  importance  concerning   four   points — ^namely, 
first,    the    perpetual    neutralisation  of  Switzerland 
(article  118,  No.  11);  secondly,  free  navigation  on  so- 
called  international  rivers  (articles  108- 1 17) ;  thirdly, 
the  abolition  of  the  negro  slave  trade  (article  118, 
No.  1 5) ;  fourthly,  the  different  classes  of  diplomatic 
envoys  (article  ii8,  No.  i6). 
Protocol         §  557-  The  Protocol  of  November  21  of  the  Con- 
Ck>n^    gress  of  Aix-la- Chapelle,^   18 18,  signed  by  Great 
Sl^!*"   Britain,  Austria,  France,  Prussia,  and  Bussia,  contains 
*'"'^""    the  important  law-making  stipulation  concerning  the 
establishment  of  a  fourth  class  of  diplomatic  envoys, 
the  so-called  '^  Ministers   Resident,"  to  rank  before 
the  Charg^  d' Affaires. 
Treaty  of       §  558.  The  Treaty  of  London^  of  November  15, 
i^ndonoi  jg^j^  signed    by    Great   Britain,  Austria,  Prance, 
Prussia,  and  Bussia,  comprises  in  its  article  7  the 
important  law-making  stipulation    concerning    the 
perpetual  neutralisation  of  Belgium. 
Deoiara-         §  559*  The  Declaration  of  Paris  *  of  April  13, 1856, 
pSi^'       signed  by  Great  Britain,  Austria,  France,  Prussia, 
Bussia,  Sardinia,  and  Turkey,  is  a  pure  law-making 
treaty  of  the  greatest  importance,  stipulating  four 

^  Martens,  N.B.,  p.  379.  ^  See  See  Angeberg, ).  0. 

Angeberg,  Le  congr^  de  Vienne  '  Martens,  N.B.,   XL  p.    390. 

et    les  trait^s  de  1815   (4  vols.,  See  Descamps,  La  neutrality  de  1* 

1863).  Belgiqne  (1902), 

>  Martens,  N.R.,  IV.   p.   648.  «  Martens,  N.B.G.,  XV.  p.  767. 
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rules  with  regard  to  sea.  warfare — ^namely,  that 
privateering  is  abolished;  that  the  neutral  flag 
covers  enemy  goods  with  the  exception  of  opntra- 
band  of  war ;  that  i^eutral  goods,  contraband  excepted, 
cannot  be  confiscated  even  when  sailing  under  the 
enemy  flag ;  that  a  blockade  must  be  elective  to  be 
binding. 

Through  accession  during  1856,  the  following 
other  States  have  become  parties  to  this  treaty: 
Argentina,  Belgium,  Brazil,  CSiili,  Denmark,  Ecuador, 
Greece,  Guatemala,  Hayti,  Holland,  Peru,  Portugal, 
Sweden-Norway,  and  Switzerland.  Japan  acceded  in 
1886. 

§560.  TheGenevaConvention^of  August  22, 1864,  ^^^^^ 
signed  originally  by  Switzerland,  Baden,  Belgium,  tioSr" 
Denmark,  France,  Holland,  Italy,  Prussia,  and  Spain, 
is  a  pure  law-making  treaty  for  the  amelioration  of 
the  condition  of  the  wounded  of  armies  in  the  field. 
Apart  from  the  member-States  of  Germany,  the 
following  other  States  have  become  parties  to  the 
treaty  through  accession :  Great  Britain,  Argentina, 
Austria-^Hungary,  Bolivia,  Bulgaria,  Chili,  Congo 
Free  State,  Greece,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  Japan, 
Korea,  Luxemburg,  Montenegro,  Nicaragua,  Persia, 
Peru,  Portugal,  Boimiania,  Bussia,  Salvador,  Servia, 
Siam,  Sweden-Norway,  Turkey,  United  States  of 
America,  Uruguay,  Venezuela.  A  treaty  containing 
additional^  articles  to  the  Geneva  Convention  was 
signed  at  Geneva  on  October  20,  1868,  but  was  not 
ratified.  The  Final  Act  of  the  Hague  Peace  Con- 
ference of  1900  contains  a  convention  for  the  adapta- 


^  Martena,   N.RG.,  XVIII.  p.  Convention  (1901). 

607.     See   Lueder,   Die   Genfer  *  Martens,  N.B.G.,  XYIII.  p. 

Convention  (1876),  and  Mtinzel,  612. 
Untersaohnngen  tlber  die  Genfer 
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tion  to  sea  warfare  of  the  principles  of  the  Geneva 
Convention. 
Treaty  of       §  561.  The  Treaty  of  London^  of  May  11,  1867, 

London  of     .   ^  *',   ,        ^  ^.     .         .  .      x*  t    .  •« 

1867.        Signed  by  Ghreat  Bntain,  Austna,  JSelgium,  france, 
Holland,  Italy,  Prussia,  and  Eussia,  comprises  in  its 
article    2    the    important    law-making    stipulation 
concerning  the  perpetual  neutralisation  of  Luxem- 
burg. 
Deoiara-         §  562.  The    Declaration    of   St,   Petersburg  ^    of 
Peters.      November  29, 1868,  signed  by  Great  Britain,  Austria- 
^^^^*        Hungary,  Belgium,  Deimiark,  Prance,  Greece,  Hol- 
land, Italy,   Persia,    Portugal,    Prussia    and    other 
German  States,  Bussia,  Sweden-Norway,  Switzerland, 
and  Turkey — Brazil    acceded  later  on — ^is  a  pure 
law-making  treaty.     It  stipulates  that  projectiles  of 
a  weight  below  400  grammes  (14  ounces)  which  are 
either  explosive  or  charged  with  inflammable  sub- 
stances shall  not  be  made  use  of  in  war. 
Treaty  of        §  563.  The  Treaty  of  Berlin »  of  July  13,    1878, 
Xt "    signed  by  Great  Britain,  Austria-Hungary,  France, 
Germany,  Italy,  Bussia,  and  Turkey,  is  law-making 
with    regard  to  Bulgaria,  Montenegro,   Boumania, 
and  Servia.    It  is  of  great  importance  in  so  far  as  the 
present  phase  of  the  solution  of  the  Near  Eastern 
Question  arises  therefrom. 
General         §  564.  The  General  Act  of  the  Congo  Conference  * 
cSngo*^^  of  Berlin  of  February   26,  1885,  signed  by  Great 
Confer-      Britain,  Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  Denmark,  France, 
Germany,  Halland,  Italy,  Portugal,  Bussia,  Spain, 
Sweden-Norway,  Turkey,  and  the  United  States  of 

^  Martens,  N.B.G.,  XVIII.  445.  III.  p.  449.    See  Mnlas,  H  con- 
See  Wampaoh,  Le  Luxembourg  gresso  di  Berlino  (1878). 
Neutre  (1900).  ^  Martens,  N.B.G.|  2nd  ser.  X. 

^  Martens,  N.B.Q.,  XYIII.  p.  p.  414.     See  Patzig,  Die  afiikani- 

474.  Bche  Conferenz  nnd  der  Congo- 

'  Martens,    N.B.G.,    2nd    ser.  staat  (1885). 


IMPORTANT  LAW-MAKING  TREATIES  567 

America,  is  a  law-making  treaty  of  great  importance, 
stipulating :  freedom  of  commerce  within  the  basin 
of  the  river  Congo  for  all  nations ;  prohibition  of 
slave-transport  within  that  basin;  neutralisation  of 
Congo  Territories ;  freedom  of  navigation  on  the 
rivers  Congo  and  Niger  for  merchantmen  of  all 
nations ;  and,  lastly,  the  obligation  of  the  signatory 
Powers  to  notify  to  one  another  all  future  occupations 
on  the  coast  of  the  African  continent. 

§565.  The  Treaty  of  Constantinople^  of  October  29,  Treaty  of 
1888,   signed  by  Great  Britain,    Austria-Hungary,  2^^*^^*^" 
France,  Germany,  Holland,  Italy,  Bussia,  Spain,  and  '^• 
Turkey,  is  a  pure  law-making  treaty  stipulating  the 
permanent  neutralisation  of  the  Suez  Canal  and  the 
freedom  of  navigation  thereon    for  vessels    of  all 
nations. 

§566.  The  General  Act  of  the  Brussels  Anti-Slavery  General 
Conference,^    signed  on  July   2,    1890,   by  Great  BroMeis*^ 
Britain,  Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  the  Congo  Free  ^^" 
State,  Denmark,   France,   Germany,  Holland,  Italy,  confer- 
Persia,    Portugal,    Bussia,    Sweden-Norway,    Spain, 
Turkey,  the  United  States  of  America,  and  Zanzibar, 
is  a  law-making  treaty  of  great   importance  which 
stipulates  a  system  of  measures  for  the  suppression 
of  slave-trade  in  Africa,  and,  incidentally,  restric- 
tive measures  concerning  the  spirit-trade  in  certain 
parts  of  Africa. 

§  567.  The  Final  Act  of  the  Hague  Peace  Confer-  Final  Act 
ence^  of  July  29, 1899,  is  a  pure  law-making  treaty  of  Hague 
vast  importance,  and  comprises,  besides  three  conven-  ^^ 

^  Martens,  N.B.Q.,  2nd  ser.  XV.  'Martens,    N.B.G.,    2nd    ser. 

p.  W'    See  above,  S  183*  XXVI.  p.  92a    See  Holls,  The 

^  Martens,    N.B.Q.,    2nd    ser.  Peace  Conference  at  the  Hague 

XYI.  p.  3,  and  XXV.  p.  543*    See  (1900),  and  M^rignhac,  La  Con- 

Lentner,  Per  afrikanische  SMaven*  f^renoe  intemationale  de  la  Pais 

handel  and  die    BrUsseler  Con-  (1900). 
ferenEen  (1891). 


Con. 
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tioQs  of  minor  impQrtaiic6»  which  we  styled  '^  Peclara- 
tioBS,"  three  separate  conventioi)s*^namely,  a  con- 
vention for  the  peaoeful  adjustment  of  international 
differences,  a  convention  concerning  the  law  of  land 
warfare,  and  a  convention  for  the  adaptation  to 
maritime  warfare  of  the  principles  of  th9  Geneva 
Convention.  The  Powers  which  took  part  in  the 
conference  are  the  following :  Great  Britain,  Austria- 
Hungary,  Belgium,  Bulgaria,  Chma,  Denmark,  Prance, 
Germany,  Greece,  Holland,  Italy,  Japan,  Luxemburg, 
Mexico,  Montenegro,  Persia,  Portugal,  Boumania? 
Bussia,  Servia,  Siam,  Spain,  Sweden-Norway,  Switzer- 
land, Turkey,  and  the  United  States  of  America. 
All  these  Powers  are  parties  to  the  three  conven- 
tions, with  the  following  exceptions :  Switzerland 
refused  to  sign  the  second  convention,  and  Sweden- 
Norway,  although  she  signed,  refused  to  ratify  it; 
China  and  Turkey  signed  all  three  conventions,  but 
did  not  ratify  any  of  them. 
Treafcfof  §568.  The  so-caUcd  Hay-Pauncefote  Treaty  of 
ton  of  Washington  ^  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
'^''  States  of  America,  signed  November  i8,  1901,  is, 
although  law-making  between  the  parties  only,  never- 
theless of  world-wide  importance  because  it  neutral- 
ises permanently  the  Panama  Canal  of  the  future 
and  stipulates  free  navigation  thereon  for  vessels 
of  all  nations.^ 

*  See  Treaty  Series,  1902,  No.  6.  law-making  stipulation  of  world- 

'  It  ought  to  be  mentioned  that  wide  importance,  beoanse  it  neu- 

article  5  of  the  Boundary  Treaty  tralises  the  Straits  of   Magellan 

of    Buenos    Ayres,     signed     by  for  ever  and  declares  them  open  to 

Argentina  and  Chili  on  September  vessels  of  all  nations.    See  above, 

15,   188 1 — see  Martens,    N.B.G.,  p.  250,  note  2,  and  below,  voL  11. 
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n 

Alliances 

Grotins,  11.  c.  15— Vattel,  IIL  §$  7B-102— Twiss,  I.  J  246— Taylor, 
$$  347-349— Wheaton,  $$  278-285—Bliinteohli,  $$  446-449— HeflRer, 
{  92— (Jeffdcen  in  Holtzendorfi^  IIL  pp.  115-139— Lisst,  f  37 — 
Bonfilfl,  NO0.  871-881— Fraclier-FodM  IL  Nob.  934-967— Bivier, 
II.pp.  111-116— Calvo,  IIL  JJ  1587-1588— Piore,  IL  No.  1094— 
Martens,  I.  $  113 — ^Bolin-Jaequemyns  in  B.L  XX.  (1888),  pp.  5-35. 

§  569.  Alliances  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term  are  Conoep- 
treaties  of  union  between  two  or  more  States  for  the  Ounces. 
purpose  of  defending  ei^h  other  against  an  attack  in 
war,  or  of  jointly  attacking  third  States,  or  for  both 
purposes.  The  term  "  alliance  "  is,  however,  often  made 
use  pf  in  a  wider  sense,  and  it  comprises  in  such 
cases  treaties  of  union  for  various  purposes.  Thus, 
the  so-called  "Holy  Alliance,"  concluded  in  181 5 
between  the  Emperors  of  Austria  and  Bussia  and  the 
King  of  Prussia,  which  almost  all  of  the  Sovereigns 
of  Europe  afterwards  joined,  was  a  union  for  such 
vague  purposes  that  it  cannot  be  called  an  alliance 
in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term. 

History  relates  innumerable  alliances  between  the 
different  States.  They  have  always  played,  and  still 
play,  an  important  part  in  politics.  For  the  present 
the  triple  alliance  between  Germany,  Austria,  and 
Italy  since  1879  and  1882,  the  alliance  between 
Bussia  and  France  since  1899,  and  that  between 
Great  Britain  and  Japan  since  1902  are  illustrative 
examples.^ 

^  The  following  is  the  text  of  extreme    East,    being  moreoyer 

the     Anglo-Japaneee     treaty    of  speeially  interested  in  maintaining 

alliance: —  the  independence  and  territoriu 

The   Governments   of    Great  integrity  of  the  Em|dre  of  China 

Britain  and  Japan,  actuated  solely  and  the  Empire  of  Corea,  and  in 

by  a  desire  to  maintain  the  status  securing  equal   opportunities  in 

quo   and  general   peace  in  the  those  countries  for  the  commerce 
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KV^J?  §57^-  Subjects  of  alliances  are  said  to  be  fiili- 
SovereigQ  States  only.  But  the  fact  cannot  be 
denied  that  alliances  have  been  concluded  by  States 
under    suzerainty.     Thus,  the  convention  between 

and  induttrT  of  all  naiums,  hereby  other  High  Contraoting  ParW  will 

agree  as  foliowe: —  oome  to  ite  amirtanee  and  will 

.             |.  oondnot  the  war  in  oommon«  and 

ABTioLB  1.  make  neaoe  in  matoal  afireemenft 

The  High  Contracting  Partiee»  ^^  if. 

haTin«mntuallyrecogniaedthein-  AsncLB  IV. 

dependence  of  China  and  of  Corea,  j^  ^^^  Oontractmg  Parties 

deckre  themselyee  to  be  entirely  the*  neither  of  them  will, 

uninfluenced  by  any   aggreBtive  ;Sthoutcon«iltmg  the  other,  enter 

tendenciei     in     either    country.  ^^  ^       ^  arSngements  with 

HaviM  hi  ^ew,  however,  their  another  Power  to  thi  prejudice  of 

T^'i^^^^^\''!^^'^T?^    the  intereete  above  deJSribed. 
(treat  Bntam  relate  prinapaUy  to 

China,  while  Ja^an,  m  addition  to  Abtiolb  V. 

the  intereets  which  she  poseesses  Whenever,  in  the   cminion   of 

in    China,    is    interestecl   in    a  either  Great  Britain  or  Japan,  the 

peculiar  degree  politically,  as  well  above-mentioned  hiterests  are  in 

as  commercially  and  industrially,  jeopardy,  the  two  G-ovemments 

in  Corea,  the  High  Contracting  will  communicate  with  one  another 

Parties  recognise  that  it  will  be  fully  and  frankly, 

admissible  for  either  of  them  to  a             vt 

take  such  measures  as  may  be  Articlh  Vl. 

indispensable  in  order  to  safeguard  ^o.  present  Agreement   shall 

those  interests  if  threatened  either  eome  into  efifoct  immediately  after 

by  the  aggressive  action  of  any  the  date   of   its   signature,   and 

other  Power,  or  by  disturbances  remain  in  force  for  five  years  from 

arising  in  China  or  Corea,  and  ^^^  date. 

necessitating  the  intervention  of  ^  case  neither  of  the   High 

either  of  the  High    Contracting  Contracting  Parties  should  have 

Parties  for  the  protection  of  the  notified  twelve  months  before  the 

lives  and  property  of  its  subjects,  expiration  of  the  said  five  years  the 

intention  of  terminating  it,  it  shall 

AsTiOLB  II.  remain  binding  until  the  expira- 

If  either  Ghreat  Britain  or  Japan,  tion  of  one  year  firom  l^e  day  on 
in  the  defence  of  their  respective  which  either  of  the  High  Contract- 
interests  as  above  described,  ing  Parties  shall  have  denounced 
should  become  involved  in  war  it.  But  if,  when  the  date  fixed 
with  another  Power,  the  other  for  its  expiration  arrives,  either 
High  Contracting  Party  will  ally  is  actually  engaged  in  war, 
maintain  a  strict  neutrality,  and  the  alliAnoe  shall,  ipso  faeto,  con- 
use  its  efforts  to  prevent  other  tinue  until  peace  is  concluded. 
Powers  from  joining  in  hostilities  In  faith  whereof  the  Under- 
against  its  ally.  signed,  duly  authorised  by  their 

respective     (Governments,     have 

AsTioLB  IIL  signed  this  Agreement,  and  have 

If  in  the  above  event  any  other  affixed  thereto  their  seaJs. 

Power  or  Powers  should  loin  in  Done  in  duplicate  at  London, 

hostilities  against  that  ally,  the  the  30th  January,  1902. 
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« 

Boumania,  which  was  then  under  Turkish  suze- 
rainty, and  Bussia  of  April  16,  1877,  concerning 
the  passage  of  Bussian  troops  through  Boumanian 
territory  in  case  of  war  with  Turkey,  was  practically 
a  treaty  of  alliance.^  Thus,  further,  the  former  South 
African  Bepublic,  although,  according  to  the  views 
of  the  British  Government  at  least,  a  half-Sovereign 
State  under  British  suzerainty,  concluded  an  alliance 
with  the  former  Orange  Free  State  by  treaty  of 
March  17,  1897.^ 

A  neutralised  State  can  be  the  subject  of  an  alliance 
for  the  purpose  of  defence,  whereas  the  entrance  into 
an  offensive  alliance  on  the  part  of  such  State  would 
involve  a  breach  of  its  neutrality. 

§  571.  An  alliance  may  be,  as  already  mentioned.  Different 
offensive  or  defensive,  or  both.  All  three  may  be  AUianoes. 
either  general  alliances,  in  which  case  the  allies  are 
united  against  any  possible  enemy  whatever,  or  par- 
ticular alliances  against  one  or  more  individual 
enemies.  Alliances  may,  further,  be  either  per- 
manent or  temporary,  and  in  the  latter  case  they 
expire  with  the  period  of  time  for  which  they  were 
concluded.  As  regards  offensive  alliances,  it  must 
be  emphasised  that  they  are  valid  only  when  their 
object  is  not  immoral.^ 

§572.  Alliances  may  contain  all  sorts  of  con-  oondi- 
ditions.  The  most  important  are  the  conditions  ASSLoea. 
regarding  the  assistance  to  be  rendered.  It  may  be 
that  assistance  is  to  be  rendered  with  the  whole  or 
a  limited  part  of  the  military  and  naval  forces  of  the 
allies,  or  with  the  whole  or  a  limited  part  of  their 
military  or  with  the  whole  or  a  limited  part  of  their 

^  See  MarteuB,  N.B.G.,  2iid  ser.    XXV.  p.  327. 
III.  p.  182.  ^  See  above,  S  505. 

'  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 
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naval  forces  only.  Assistance  may,  further,  be 
rendered  in  money  only,  so  that  one  of  the  allies 
is  fighting  with  his  forces  while  the  other  supplies 
a  certain  sum  qf  money  for  their  maintenance.  A 
treaty  of  alliance  of  such  a  kind  must  not  be  con- 
founded with  a  simple  treaty  of  subsidy.  If  two 
States  enter  into  a  convention  that  one  of  the  parties 
shall  furnish  the  other  permanently  in  time  of  peace 
and  war  with  a  limited  number  of  troops  in  return 
for  a  certain  annual  payment,  such  convention  is 
not  an  alliance,  but  a  treaty  of  subsidy  only.  But  if 
two  States  enter  into  a  convention  that  in  case  of 
war  one  of  the  parties  shall  furnish  the  other  with 
a  limited  number  of  troops,  be  it  in  return  for  pay* 
ment  or  not,  such  convention  really  constitutes  an 
alliance.  For  every  convention  concluded  for  the 
purpose  of  lending  succour  in  time  of  war  implies 
an  alliance.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  above* 
mentioned  treaty  of  1877  (§  570)  between  Bussia  and 
Boumania  concerning  the  passage  of  Bussian  troops 
through  Boumanian  territory  in  case  of  war  against 
Turkey  was  really  a  treaty  of  alliance. 
CoMM  §  573*  Casus  fcederis  is  the  event  upon  the  occur- 

rence of  which  it  becomes  the  duty  of  one  of  the  allies 
to  render  the  promised  assistance  to  the  other.  Thus 
in  case  of  a  defensive  alliance  the  casus  foederis 
occurs  when  war  is  declared  or  commenced  against 
one  of  the  allies.  Treaties  of  alliance  very  often 
define  precisely  the  event  which  shall  be  the  cams 
fcederisj  and  then  the  latter  is  less  exposed  to  con- 
troversy. But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  have  been 
enough  alliances  concluded  without  such  specialisa- 
tion, and,  consequently,  later  on  disputes  have  arisen 
between  the  parties  as  to  the  casus  fcsderis. 
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Treaties  of  Guarakteb  and  of  Faotbgtion 

Tattel,  n.  5$  235-239— Hall,  S  113— Phillimore,  11.  SS  56-63— TwiaSi  I. 
S  249— Hallaek,  I.  p.  285— Taylor,  fS  350-353— Wheafcon,  5  278— 
Blnntsohli,  f$  430-439— Heffler,  {  97— GefiRoken  in  Holtzendorff, 
IIL  pp.  85-112— Bonfils,  Nos.  882-893— IVadier-Fod^r^,  II.  Nos.. 
969-i020^Rivi6r,  11.  pp.  97-105— Calvo,  III.  fj  1584-1585— 
MarteuB,  L  S  115 — ^Neyron,  "Bsaai  historique  et  politique  mu  Im 
garanties "  (1779) — Milovanovitoh,  '*  Des  traits  de  garantie  en 
droit  intemationar'  (1888). 

§  574.  Treaties  of  guarantee  are  conventions  by  Conoep- 
which  one  of  the  parties  engages  to  do  what  is  in  its  obj^eote  of 
power  to  secure  a  certain  object  to  the  other  party.  §^J^^ 
Guarantee  treaties  may  be  mutual  or  unilatersd. 
They  may  be  concluded  by  two  States  only,  or  by 
a  number  of  States  jointly,  and  in  the  latter  case  the 
single  guarantors  may  give  their  guarantee  severally 
or  collectively  or  both.    And  the  guarantee  may  be 
for  a  certain  period  of  time  only  or  permanent. 

The  possible  objects  of  guarantee  treaties  are 
numerous.^  It  suffices  to  give  the  following  chief 
ezamjdes :  the  performance  of  a  particular  act  on 
the  part  of  a  certain  State,  as  the  discharge  of  a 
debt  or  the  cession  of  a  territory ;  certain  rights  of 
a  State ;  the  undisturbed  possession  of  the  whole  or 
a  particular  part  of  the  territory ;  a  particular  form 
of  Constitution ;  a  certain  status,  as  permanent  neutra- 
lity (Switzerland,  Belgium,  Luxemburg)  or  indepen- 
dence ;  a  particular  dynastic  succession ;  fulfilment 
of  a  treaty  concluded  by  a  third  State.^ 

^  What     an     important     part  Guarantee,  in  The  Law  Magazine 

treaties  of  guarantee  play  in  poli-  and  Beview,  VI.  (i88o-i88t),  p. 

ties  may  be  seen  ham  a  glance  tki  160. 

Great  Britain's  ffuarantee  treaties.  '  See  above,  $  528. 
See  lUrnnro,  England's  Treaties  of 
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Effect  of  §  575*  ^e  effect  of  guarantee  treaties  is  the 
^ws  of  creation  of  the  duty  of  the  guarantors  to  do  what  is 
*««•  in  their  power  to  secure  the  guaranteed  objects. 

The  compulsion  to  be  applied  by  a  guarantor  for 
that  purpose  depends  upon  the  circumstances;  it 
may  eventually  be  war.  But  the  duty  of  the 
guarantor  to  render  even  by  compulsion  the  pro- 
mised assistance  to  the  guaranteed  depends  upon 
many  conditions  and  circumstances.  Thus,  first, 
the  guaranteed  must  request  the  guarantor  to  render 
his  assistance.  When,  for  instance,  the  possession  of 
a  certain  part  of  its  territory  is  guaranteed  to  a 
State  which  after  its  defeat  in  a  war  with  a  third 
State  accepts  the  condition  of  peace  to  cede  such 
piece  of  territory  to  the  victor  without  having 
requested  the  intervention  of  the  guarantor,  the 
latter  has  neither  a  right  nor  a  duty  to  interfere. 
Thus,  secondly,  the  guarantor  must  at  the  critical 
time  be  able  to  render  the  required  assistance. 
When,  for  instance,  its  hands  are  tied  through  waging 
war  against  a  third  State,  or  when  it  is  so  weak 
through  internal  troubles  or  other  factors  that  its 
interference  would  expose  it  to  a  serious  danger, 
it  is  not  bound  to  fulfil  the  request  for  assistance. 
So  too,  when  the  guaranteed  has  not  complied 
with  previous  advice  as  to  the  line  of  its  behaviour 
given  by  the  guarantor,  it  is  not  the  latter's  duty 
to  render  assistance  afterwards. 

It  is  impossible  to  state  all  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  upon  which  the  fulfilment  of  the  duty 
of  the  guarantor  depends,  as  every  case  must  be 
judged  upon  its  own  merits.  And  it  is  certain  that 
more  frequently  than  in  other  cases  changes  in 
political  constellations  and  the  general  developments 
of  events  may  involve  such  vital  change  of  circum- 
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stances  as  to  justify  ^  a  State  in  repudiating  its  inter- 
ference in  spite  of  a  treaty  of  guarantee.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  treaties  of  guarantee  to  secure  permanently 
a  certain  object  to  a  State  are  naturally  of  a  more  or 
less  precarious  value  for  the  latter.  The  practical 
value,  therefore,  of  a  guarantee  treaty,  whatever  may 
be  its  formal  character,  would  seem  to  extend  as  a 
rule  to  the  early  years  only  of  its  existence  while  the 
original  conditions  still  obtain. 

§  576.  In  contradistinction  to  treaties  constitut-  Effeotof 
ing  a  guarantee  on  the  part  of  one  or  more  States  oaann^^ 
severally,  the  effect  of  treaties  constituting  a  collective  ^^ 
guarantee  on  the  part  of  several  States  requires  special 
consideration.     On    June    20,   1867,    Lord    Derby 
maintained^  in  the  House  of  Lords  concerning  the 
collective  guarantee  of  the  neutralisation  of  Luxem- 
burg by  the  Powers  that  in  case  of  a  collective 
guarantee  each  guarantor  had  only  the  duty  to  act 
according  to  the  treaty  when  all  the  other  guarantors 
were  ready  to  act  likewise;  that,  consequently,  if 
one  of  the  guarantors  themselves  should  violate  the 
neutrality  of  Luxembui^,  the  duty  to  act  according 
to  the  treaty  of  collective  guarantee  would  not  accrue 
to  the  other  guarantors.    This  opinion  is  certainly 
not  correct,'  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  publicist  who 
would  or  could  approve  of  it.    There  ought  to  be  no 
doubt  that  in  a  case  of  collective  guarantee  one  of 
the  guarantors  alone  cannot  be  considered  bound  to  1 
act  according  to  the  treaty  of  guarantee.      For  a ! 
collective  guarantee  can  have  the  meaning  only  that  I 
the  guarantors  should  act  in  a  body.    But  if  one  of  the  f 
guarantors  themselves  violates  the  object  of  his  own 
guarantee,  the  body  of  the  guarantors  remains,  and 

^  See  above,  S  539.  '  See  Hall,  {113,  and  Blunt- 

^  Hansard,  voL  183,  p.  15a  schli,  §  44a 
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it  is  certainly  their  duty  to  act  against  such  faith- 
less co-guarantor.  K,  however,  the  majority,  and 
therefore  the  body  of  the  guarantors,  were  to  violate 
the  very  object  of  their  guarantee,  the  duty  to  act 
against  them  would  not  accrue  to  the  minority. 

Yet  different  is  the  case  in  which  a  number  of 
Powers  have  collectively  and  severally  guaranteed  a 
certain  object.  Then  not  only  as  a  body  but  also  indi- 
vidually, it  is  their  duty  to  interfere  in  any  case  of 
violation  of  the  object  of  guarantee. 

§  577.  Different  from  guarantee  treaties  are  treaties 
of  protection.  Whereas  the  former  constitute  the 
guarantee  of  a  certain  object  to  the  guaranteed, 
treaties  of  protection  are  treaties  by  which  strong 
States  simply  engage  to  protect  weaker  States  with- 
out any  guarantee  whatever.  A  treaty  of  protection 
must,  however,  not  be  confounded  with  a  treaty  of 
protectorate.^ 


Common 
in  Con- 
toradistino- 
tion  to 
Particular 
Interests. 


IV 

Unions  ooncsbning  Ck)MH0N  Non-Folitical 

Intbbbsts 

Daaeampst  "Les  offloes  intemntioiiatix  «t  lettf  avenir"  (1894)— 
Mo3^er,  Les  Bnxeani  InteniftiloQaiix  dei  Union*  muTenMUes '* 
(1892)— PoixiflaKdt  *'  Les  Unioiui  et  ententes  intemationaleB '*  (2nd 
ecL  1901). 

§  578.  The  development  of  international  inter- 
course  has  called  into  existence  innumerable  treaties 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  economic  and  other 
non-political  interests  of  the  different  States.  Each 
nation  concludes  treaties  of  commerce,  of  navigation^ 
of  jurisdiction,  and  of  many  other  kinds  with  most 

^  See  above,  $  92. 


^ 
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of  the  other  nations,  and  tries  in  this  way  more  or 
less  successfully  to  foster  its  own  interests.  Many 
of  these  interests  are  of  so  particular  a  character  and 
depend  upon  such  individual  circumstances  and 
conditions  that  they  can  only  be  satisfied  and  fostered 
by  special  treaties  from  time  to  time  concluded  by 
each  State  with  other  States.  Yet  experience  has 
shown  that  the  difierent  States  have  also  many 
non-political  interests  in  common  which  can  better 
be  satisfied  and  fostered  by  a  general  treaty 
between  a  great  number  of  States  than  by  special 
treaties  singly  concluded  between  the  different  parties. 
Such  general  treaties  have,  therefore,  since  the  second 
half  of  the  nineteenth  century,  more  and  more 
come  into  being,  and  it  is  certain  that  their  number 
will  in  time  increase.  The  number  of  States  which 
are  parties  to  these  general  treaties  varies,  of  course, 
and  whereas  some  of  them  will  certainlv  become  in 
time  universal  international  treaties  in  the  same  way 
as  the  treaty  which  is  the  basis  of  the  Universal 
Postal  Union,  others  will  never  reach  that  stage. 
But  all  of  them  are  general  treaties  in  so  far  as  a 
lesser  or  greater  number  of  States  are  parties. 

§  579.  Whereas  formerly  the  different  States  seve-  Universal 
rally  concluded  treaties  concerning  postal  arrange-  urfion. 
ments,  twenty-one  States  entered  on  October  9,  1 874, 
at  Berne,  into  a  general  postal  convention  ^  for  the 
purpose  of  creating  a  General  Postal  Union.  This 
General  turned  into  the  Universal  Postal  Union 
through  the  Convention  of  Paris  ^  of  June  i,  1878,  to 
which  thirty  States  were  parties.  This  convention 
has  several  times  been  revised  by  the  congresses  of 
the  Union,  which  have  to  meet  every  five  years.    The 

'  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  I.  p.  65 1. 
^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  III.  p.  699. 

VOL.  I.  P  P 
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last  revision  took  place  at  the  Congress  of  Washing- 
ton, 1897,  where  on  June  15  a  new  universal  postal 
convention  was  signed  by  fifty  States,  but  by- 
and-by  other  States  acceded,  so  that  now  more 
than  sixty  States  are  members  of  the  Union.  This 
Union  possesses  an  International  Office  ^  seated  at 
Beme.^ 

§  580.  A  general  telegraphic  convention  was 
already  concluded  at  Paris  on  May  17,  1865,  and 
in  1868  an  International  Telegraph  Office^  was 
instituted  at  Berne.  In  time  more  and  more  States 
joined,  and  the  basis  of  the  Union  is  now  the  Con- 
vention of  St.  Petersburg*  of  July  28,  1875,  which 
has  several  times  been  amended,  the  last  time  at 
Berlin^  on  September  17,  1885.  That  the  Union 
will  one  day  become  universal  there  is  no  doubt, 
but  as  yet,  although  called  "  Universal "  Telegraphic 
Union,  only  about  thirty  States  are  members. 

Concerning  the  general  treaty  of  March  14,  1884, 
for  the  protection  of  submarine  telegraph  cables,^  see 
above,  §  287. 

§581.  A  general  convention^  was  concluded 
on  October  14,  1890,  at  Berne,  concerning  rail- 
way transports  and  freights.  The  parties — namely, 
Austria,  Belgium,  Prance,  Germany,  Holland,  Italy, 
Luxemburg,  Bussia,  and  Switzerland — ^form  a  Union 
for  this  purpose,  although  the  term  "  Union  "  is  not 


'  See  above,  $  465. 

^  See  Fischer,  Post  und  Tele- 
graphie  im  Weltverkehr  (1879) » 
Scmroter,  Der  WeltpoBtverein 
(1900);  Holland,  De  la  corres- 
pondance  postale  et  t^l^graphique 
dans  lea  relations  intemationales 
(1901). 

'  See  above,  $  464.  Fischer, 
Die  Telegraphic  and  das  Yolker- 


reoht  (1876). 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 
III.  p.  614. 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.Q.,  2nd  ser. 
XII.  p.  205. 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser 
XI.  p.  281. 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 
XIX.  p.  289. 
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made  use  of.    The  Union  possesses  an  International 
Office  ^  at  Beme. 

§  582.    A    general    convention  ^    was    concluded  Conven- 
on  May  20,  1875,  for  the  purpose  of  instituting  an  conoem- 
Intemational  Office^  of  Weights  and  Measures  at  jjf^o® 
Paris.   The  original  parties  were — ^Argentina,  Austria-  System 
Hungary,  Belgium,  Brazil,  Denmark,  France,  Ger- 
many, Italy,  Peru,  Portugal,  Eussia,  Spain,  Sweden- 
Norway,  Switzerland,  Turkey,  the  United  States  of 
America,    and    Venezuela.      Great    Britain,   Japan, 
Mexico,  Eoumania,  ind  Servia  acceded  later  on. 

§  583.  On  March   20,    1883,   the   Convention  of  union 
Paris  ^  was  signed  for  the   purpose  of  creating  an  S^i^m-^ 
international  union  for  the  Protection  of  Industrial  ^ 
Property.    The   original  members  were:     Belgium, 
Brazil,  Prance,  Holland,  Guatemala,  Italy,  Portugal, 
Salvador,  Servia,  Spain,  and    Switzerland.      Great 
Britain,  Japan,  Ecuador,  Mexico,  the  United  States 
of  America,   Sweden-Norway,  Germany,  and  Cuba 
acceded  later  on.    This  Union  has  an  International 
Office^  at  Beme.     The  object  of  the  Union  is  the 
protection  of  patents,  trade-marks,   and   the  like ; 
on    April    14,   1891,  at  Madrid,   it  agreed    to  an 
arrangement  concerning  the  registration  of  trade- 
marks.^ 

§  584.  On  September  9,  1 886,  the  Convention  of  ^nion 
Beme^  was  signed  for  the  purpose  of  creating  an  of  Works 

^  See  above,  J  470.    Kaufinann,  •  See  above,  {  466.                      ^^^  J^' 

Die     mittelearopaischen    Eisen-  ^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  ^^t. 

bahnen   nnd   das   intemationale  X.  p.  133. 

offen^ohe  Beoht  (1893) ;  Rosen-  ^  See  above,  {  467. 

thfJ,  Internationales  Eisenbahn-  '  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 

frachtrecht  (1894) ;  Magne,  Des  XXII.  p.  208.    Pelletier  et  Vidal- 

racoordements  intemationaax  de  Nogaet,  La  convention  d'Union 

chemins  de  fer  etc.  (1901) ;  Eger,  poor  la  protection  de  la  propri^t^ 

Das  intemationale  Uebereinkom-  indostrielle  du  20  mars  1883  et  les 

men  tlber  den  Eisenbahnfraoht-  conferences  de    revision    post^- 

verkehr  (2nd  ed.  1903).  rieures  (1902)* 

*  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser,  "^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 

I.  p.  663.  XII.  p.  173. 
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580      IMPORTANT  GROUPS  OF  TREATIES 

international  Union  for  the  Protection  of  Works  of 
Art  and  Literature.     The  Union  has  an  International 
Office  ^  at  Berne.    The  original  members  were :    Great 
Britain,  Belgium,  Prance,    Germany,  Hayti,  Italy, 
Liberia,  Spain,  Switzerland,  and  Tunis.    Denmark, 
Japan,  Luxemburg,  Monaco,   and    Sweden-Norway 
acceded  later  on.     An  additional  Act  ^  to  the  con- 
vention was  signed  at  Paris  on  May  4,  1896.    To 
comply  with  the   convention,  Parliament  passed  in 
1886  the  "  Act^  to  amend  the  law  respecting  inter- 
national and  colonial  copyright." 
Union  for       §  S^S-  On  July  5,  1 890,  the  Convention  of  Brussels 
the  Pub-    ^as  signed  for   the   purpose  of  creating  an  inter- 
customa     national    Union    for    the    Publication    of  Customs 
Tariflfa.      rpariffs.^    The  Union  has  an  International  Office «  at 
Brussels,  which  publishes  the  customs  tariffs  of  the 
various  States  of  the  globe.   The  members  of  the  Union 
are  the  following  States :   Great  Britain,  Argentina, 
Austria-Hungary,  Belgium,  Bolivia,  Chili,  the  Congo 
Free  State,  Costa  Eica,  Denmark,  France,  Greece, 
Guatemala,  Hayti,  Holland,  Italy,  Mexico,  Nicaragua, 
Paraguay,  Peru,  Portugal,  Boumania,  Eussia,  Salva- 
dor, Siam,  Spain,  Switzerland,  Turkey,  the  United 
States  of  America,  Uruguay,  and  Venezuela. 
Conven-         §  586.  On   November    14,   1896,  was  signed   the 
cettdn  ^"^    Convention  of  the  Hague  for  the  purpose  of  establish- 
Private      ing  uniform  rules  concerning  several  matters  of  the 
national     so-caUed  Private  International  Law.^    The  original 
^*^*         parties  were :  Belgium,  Prance,  Holland,  Italy,  Luxem- 
burg, Portugal,   Spain,  and    Switzerland.     Austria- 

^  See  above,  §  467.    Orelli,  Der  '  49  ft  50  Viot.  c.  33. 

internationale  SchutzdesUrheber-  *  See  Martens,  N.R.G.,  2nd  ser. 

recht8(i887) ;  Thomas,  La  conven-  XVIII.  p.  558. 

tion  litt<^aire  et  artistique  inter-  ^  See  above,  {  469. 

nationale  etc.  (1894).  ^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 

3  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  XXIII.  p.  398. 

XXIV.  p.  758. 
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Hungary,  Denmark,  Germany,  Boumania,  Sweden- 
Norway,  and  Eussia  acceded  later  on.  The  same 
States,  with  the  exception  of  Denmark,  Eussia,  and 
Norway  (but  not  Sweden,  which  is  a  party^,  signed 
on  June  12,  1902,  at  the  Hague,  three  other  conven- 
tions ^  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  conflicts  of  laws 
concerning  marriage,  concerning  divorce,  and  con- 
cerning guardianship  over  infants. 

§  587.  Owing  to  the  great  damage  done  to  grapes  phyUo- 
through  phylloxera  epidemics,  a  general  convention  ^  ^eSiSoa 
for  the  prevention  of  the  extension  of  such  epidemics 
was  concluded  on  September  17,  1878,  at  Berne. 
Its  place  was  afterwards  taken  by  the  convention  ^ 
signed  at  Berne  on  November  3,  1881.  The  original 
members  were :  Austria-Hungary,  France,  Germany, 
Italy,  Portugal,  Spain,  and  Switzerland.  Belgium, 
Holland,  Luxemburg,  Eoumania,  and  Servia  acceded 
later  on. 

§  588.  In  the  interest  of  international  public  Sanitary 
health,  two  general  treaties  have  been  concluded  tions. 
concerning  the  cholera,  and  one  concerning  the 
plague.  The  two  Cholera  Conventions  were  signed 
at  Dresden  on  April  15,  1893,  and  at  Paris  on  April 
3,  1894;  an  additional  Declaration  was  signed  at 
Paris  on  October  30,  1899.^  The  Plague  Convention 
was  signed  at  Venice  on  March  19,  1897,  and  an  addi- 
tional Declaration  on  January  24,  1900,  at  Eome.^ 

§  589.  On  December  23,  1865,  Belgium,  France,  Monetary 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  Ulhnann  in  B.I.  XL  (1879),  P«  S^7t 

XXXI.  pp.  26  and  706.  and  in  B.G.  IV.  (1897),  p.  437. 

'.See  Martens,  N.B.Q., 2nd  ser.  Bearing   in   mind  the  fact  that 

VI.  p.  261.  frequently   in  time  of  war   epi- 

'  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  demies  break  out  in  consequence 

VIII.  p.  435.  of  insufficient  disinfection  of  the 

^  See  aJLarteuB,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  battlefields,  UUmann  suggests  a 

XIX.  p.  239,  and  XXIV.  p.  517.  general     convention     instituting 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  neutnd     sanitary     commissions 

XXVni.  p.  339,  and  XXIX.  p.  495.  whose  duty  would  be  to  take  all 

Attention  should  be  drawn  to  a  necessary  sanitary  measures  after 

very  valuable  suggestion  made  by  a  battle. 
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Italy,  and  Switzerland  signed  the  Convention  of  Paris 
which  created  the  so-called  "  Latin  Monetary  Union " 
between  the  parties;  Greece  acceded  in  1868.^ 
This  convention  was  three  times  renewed  and 
amended — namely,  in'^1878,  1885,  and  1893.^ 

Another  Monetary  Union  is  that  entered  into  by 
Denmark,  Sweden,  and  Norway  by  the  Convention 
of  Copenhagen  ^  of  May  27,  1873. 

On  November  22,  1892,  the  International  Mone- 
tary Conference  ^  met  at  Brussels,  where  the  following 
States  were  represented :   Great    Britain,   Austria- 
Hungary,    Belgium,    Denmark,    France,   Germany, 
Greece,  Holland,  Italy,  Mexico,  Portugal,  Boumania, 
Spain,  Sweden-Norway,  Switzerland,  Turkey,  and  the 
United  States  of  America.    The  deliberations  of  this 
conference  had,  however,  no  practical  result. 
Conven.         §  S90.    In   behalf  of   the  preservation    of   wild 
Proaer'      animals,  birds,  and  fish  in  Africa,  the  Convention  of 
Twid      Loiidon*^  was   signed  on  May  19,  1900,  by  Great 
AnimaiB     Britain,  the   Congo  Free  State,  France,  Germany, 
^      ^    Italy,  Portugal,  and  Spain. 

Conven-  §  591-  0^^  March  5,  1902,  the  Convention  of 
ceroing^  Brusscls  ^  was  signed  concerning  the  abolition  of 
Bountiee  bouutics  ou  the  produotion  and  exportation  of  sugar. 
The  original  parties  were :  Ghreat  Britain,  Austria- 
Hungary,  Belgium,  France,  Germany,  Holland,  Italy, 
Spain,  and  Sweden-Norway,  Luxemburg,  Peru,  and 
Eussia  acceded  later  on.  A  Permanent  Commission  ^ 
was  established  at  Brussels  for  the  purpose  of  super- 
vising tlie  execution  of  the  convention. 

'  See    Martens,    N.R.G.,    XX.  XXTV.  pp.  167-478. 

pp.  688  and  694.  ^  See  MartenB,  N.B.Q.,  2nd  ser. 

^  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  XXX.  p.  430. 

IV.  p.  725,  XL  p.  65,  XXI.  p.  285.  •  See  Martens,  N.R.G.,  2nd  ser. 

*  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser.  XXXI.  p.  272. 

I.  p.  290.  ^  See  above,  §§  462  and  471. 

*  See  Martens,  N.B.G.,  2nd  ser. 
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DEOLABATION  BESPBCTINa  EGYPT  AND 

MOBOCCO 

» 

Abtiolb  I 

His  Britannic  Majesty's  Gk>yemment.  declare  that  they  have  no 
intention  of  altering  the  political  status  of  Egypt. 

The  Government  of  the  French  Bepublic,  for  their  part 
declare  that  they  will  not  obstruct  the  action  of  Great  Britain 
in  that  country  by  asking  that  a  limit  of  time  be  fixed  for  the 
British  occupation  or  in  any  other  manner,  and  that  they  give 
their  assent  to  the  draft  Ehedivial  Decree  annexed^  to  the 
present  Arrangement,  containing  the  guarantees  considered 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  interests  of  the  Egyptian 
bondholders,  on  the  condition  that,  after  its  promulgation,  it 
cannot  be  modified  in  any  way  without  the  consent  of  the 
Powers  Signatory  of  the  Convention  of  London  of  1885. 

It  is  agreed  that  the  post  of  Director-General  of  Antiquities 
in  Egypt  shall  continue,  as  in  the  past,  to  be  entrusted  to  a 
Erench  savant. 

The  Erench  schools  in  Egypt  shall  continue  to  enjoy  the 
same  liberty  as  in  the  past. 

Abticle  II 

The  Government  of  the  Erench  Bepublic  declare  that  they 
have  no  intention  of  altering  the  political  status  of  Morocco. 

His  Britannic  Majesty's  Government,  for  their  part,  recog- 
nise that  it  appertains  to  France,  more  particularly  as  a  Power 
whose  dominions  are  conterminous  for  a  great  distance  with 
those  of  Morocco,  to  preserve  order  in  that  country,  and  to 
provide  assistance  for  the  purpose  of  all  administrative, 
economic,  financial,  and  military  reforms  which  it  may  require. 

'  Not  printed  in  this  Appendix. 
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They  declare  that  they  will  not  obstruct  the  action  taken  by 
France  for  this  purpose,  provided  that  such  action  shall  leave 
intact  the  rights  which  Great  Britain,  in  virtue  of  Treaties, 
Conventions,  and  usage,  enjoys  in  Morocco,  including  the  right 
of  coasting  trade  between  the  ports  of  Morocco  enjoyed  by 
British  vessels  since  1901. 

Abticlb  m 

His  Britannic  Majesty's  (rovemment,  for  their  part,  will 
respect  the  rights  which  France,  in  virtue  of  Treaties,  Conven- 
tions, and  usage,  enjoys  in  Egypt,  including  the  right  of  coasting 
trade  between  Egyptian  ports  accorded  to  French  vessels. 

Abticlb  IY 

The  two  Governments,  being  equally  attached  to  the  principle 
of  commercial  liberty  both  in  Egypt  and  Morocco,  declare  that 
they  will  not,  in  those  countries,  countenance  any  inequality 
either  in  the  imposition  of  customs  duties  or  other  taxes,  or  of 
railway  transport  charges. 

The  trade  of  both  nations  with  Morocco  and  with  Egypt 
shall  enjoy  the  same  treatment  in  transit  through  the  French 
and  British  possessions  in  Africa.  An  Agreement  between  the 
two  Governments  shall  settie  the  conditions  of  such  transit  and 
shall  determine  the  points  of  entry. 

This  mutual  engagement  shall  be  binding  for  a  period  of 
thirty  years.  Unless  this  stipulation  is  expressly  denounced  at 
least  one  year  in  advance,  the  period  shall  be  extended  for  five 
years  at  a  time. 

Nevertheless,  the  Government  of '  the  French  Bepublio 
reserve  to  themselves  in  Morocco,  and  His  Britannic  Majesty's 
Government  reserve  to  themselves  in  Egypt,  the  right  to  see 
that  the  concessions  for  roads,  railways,  ports,  &c.,  are  only 
granted  on  such  conditions  as  will  maintain  intact  the  authority 
of  the  State  over  these  great  undertakings  of  public  interest. 

Abticlb  V 

His  Britannic  Majesty's  Government  declare  that  they  will 
use  their  influence  in  order  that  the  French  officials  now  in  the 
Egyptian  service  may  not  be  placed  under  conditions  less 
advantageous  than  those  applying  to  the  British  officials  in  the 
same  service. 

The  Govenunent  of  the  French  Bepublic,  for  their  part, 
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would  make  no  objection  to  the  application  of  analogous  con- 
ditions to  British  officials  now  in  the  Moorish  service. 

Abticlb  VI 

In  order  to  insure  the  free  passage  of  the  Suez  Canal,  His 
Britannic  Majesty's  Government  declare  that  they  adhere  to 
the  stipulations  of  the  Treaty  of  October  29, 1888,  and  that  they 
agree  to  their  being  put  in  force.  The  free  passage  of  the  Canal 
being  thus  guaranteed,  the  execution  of  the  last  sentence  of 
paragraph  i  as  well  as  of  paragraph  2  of  Article  VIII.  of  that 
Treaty  will  remain  in  abeyance. 

Abticlb  VII 

In  order  to  secure  the  free  passage  of  the  Straits  of  Gibraltar, 
the  two  Qovemments  agree  not  to  permit  the  erecidon  of  any 
fortifications  or  strategic  works  on  that  portion  of  the  coast  of 
Morocco  comprised  between,  but  not  including,  Melilla  and  the 
heights  which  command  the  right  bank  of  the  River  Sebou. 

This  condition  does  not,  however,  apply  to  the  places  at 
present  in  the  occupation  of  Spain  on  the  Moorish  coast  of  the 
Mediterranean* 

Abticle  vm 

The  two  Governments,  inspired  by  their  feeling  of  sincere 
friendship  for  Spain,  take  into  special  consideration  the  interests 
which  that  country  derives  from  her  geographical  position  and 
from  her  territorial  possessions  on  the  Moorish  coast  of  the 
Mediterranean.  In  regard  to  these  interests  the  French 
Government  will  come  to  an  understanding  with  the  Spanish 
Government. 

The  agreement  which  may  be  come  to  on  the  subject  between 
France  and  Spain  shall  be  communicated  to  His  Britannic 
Majesty's  Government. 

Article  IX 

The  two  Gk)vemments  agree  to  afford  to  one  another  their 
diplomatic  support,  in  order  to  obtain  the  execution  of  the 
clauses  of  the  present  Declaration  regarding  Eg3rpt  and 
Morocco. 

In  witness  whereof  His  Excellency  the  Ambassador  of  the 
French  Republic  at  the  Court  of  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and  of  the 
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British  Dominions  beyond  the  Seas,  Emperor  of  India,  and  His 
Majesty's  Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Afifairs,  duly 
authorised  for  that  purpose,  have  signed  the  present  Declaration 
and  have  affixed  thereto  their  seals. 
Done  at  London,  in  duplicate,  the  8th  day  of  April,  1904. 


n 


CONVENTION  SIGNED  AT  LONDON,  APEIL  8,   1904 

His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  and  of  the  British  Dominions  beyond  the  Seas, 
Emperor  of  India,  and  the  President  of  the  French  Republic, 
haying  resolved  to  put  an  end,  by  a  friendly  Arrangement,  to 
the  difficulties  which  have  arisen  in  Newfoundland,  have 
decided  to  conclude  a  Convention  to  that  effect,  and  have 
named  as  their  respective  Plenipotentiaries : 

His  Majesty  the  King  of  ihe  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland  and  of  the  British  Dominions  beyond  the 
Seas,  Emperor  of  India,  the  Most  Honourable  Henry  Charles 
Keith  Petty- Fitzmaurice,  Marquess  of  Lansdowne,  His  Majesty's 
Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs ;  and 

The  President  of  the  French  Bepublic,  His  Excellency 
Monsieur  Paul  Cambon,  Ambassador  of  the  French  Bepublic 
at  the  Court  of  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the  United  Kingdom 
of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and  of  the  British  Dominions 
beyond  the  Seas,  Emperor  of  India ; 

Who,  after  having  communicated  to  each  other  their  full 
powers,  found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  as  follows, 
subject  to  the  approval  of  their  respective  Parliaments : — 

Abticlb  I 

France  renounces  the  privileges  established  to  her  advantage 
by  Article  XIII.  of  the  Treaty  of  Utrecht,  and  confirmed  or 
modified  by  subsequent  provisions. 

Abtiolb  II 
France  retains  for  her  citizens,  on  a  footing  of  equality  with 
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British  subjeots,  the  right  of  fishing  in  the  territorial  waters  on 
that  portion  of  the  coast  of  Newfoundland  comprised  between 
Gape  St.  John  and  Gape  Bay,  passing  by  the  north ;  this  right 
shall  be  exercised  daring  the  usual  fishing  season  closing  for 
all  persons  on  October  20  of  each  year. 

The  French  may  therefore  fish  there  for  every  kind  of  fish, 
including  bait  and  also  shell  fish.  They  may  enter  any  port 
or  harbour  on  the  said  coast  and  may  there  obtain  supplies  or 
bait  and  shelter  on  the  same  conditions  as  the  inhabitants  of 
Newfoundland,  but  they  will  remain  subject  to  the  local 
Begulations  in  force ;  they  may  also  fish  at  the  mouths  of  the 
rivers,  but  without  going  beyond  a  straight  line  drawn  between 
the  two  extremities  of  the  banks,  where  the  river  enters  the  sea. 

They  shall  not  make  use  of  stake-nets  or  fixed  engines 
without  permission  of  the  local  authorities. 

On  the  above-mentioned  portion  of  the  coast,  British  subjects 
and  French  citizens  shall  be  subject  alike  to  the  laws  and 
Begulations  now  in  force,  or  which  may  hereafter  be  passed  for 
the  establishment  of  a  close  time  in  regard  to  any  particular 
kind  of  fish,  or  for  the  improvement  of  the  fisheries.  Notice  of 
any  fresh  laws  or  Begulations  shall  be  given  to  the  Oovernment 
of  the  French  Bepublic  three  months  before  they  come  into 
operation. 

The  policing  of  the  fishing  on  the  above-mentioned  portion  of 
the  coast,  and  for  prevention  of  illicit  liquor  traffic  and  smug- 
gling of  spirits,  shall  form  the  subject  of  Begulations  drawn  up 
in  agreement  by  the  two  Governments. 

Abtiolb  III 

A  pecuniary  indemnity  shall  be  awarded  by  His  Britannic 
Majesty's  Government  to  the  French  citizens  engaged  in  fishing 
or  the  preparation  of  fish  on  the  "Treaty  Shore,"  who  are 
obliged,  either  to  abandon  the  establishments  they  possess  there, 
or  to  give  up  their  occupation,  in  consequence  of  the  modifica- 
tion introduced  by  the  present  Convention  into  the  existing 
state  of  affairs. 

This  indemnity  cannot  be  claimed  by  the  parties  interested 
unless  they  have  been  engaged  in  their  business  prior  to  the 
closing  of  the  fishing  season  of  1903. 

Glaims  for  indemnity  shall  be  submitted  to  an  Arbitral 
Tribunal,  composed  of  an  officer  of  each  nation,  and,  in  the 
jBvent  of  disagreement,  of  an  Umpire  appointed  in  accordance 
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with  the  prooedare  laid  down  by  Article  XXXII.  of  the  Hague 
C!onvention.  The  details  regulating  the  constitution  of  the  Tribunal 
and  the  conditions  of  the  inquiries  to  be  instituted  for  the 
purpose  of  substantiating  the  claims,  shall  form  the  subject  of 
a  special  Agreement  between  the  two  Governments. 

Abticlb  IV 

His  Britannic  Majesty's  Government,  recognising  that,  in 
addition  to  the  indenmity  referred  to  in  the  preceding  Article, 
some  territorial  compensation  is  due  to  France  in  return  for  the 
surrender  of  her  privilege  in  that  part  of  the  Island  of  New- 
foundland referred  to  in  Article  II.,  agree  with  the  Gk>vemment 
of  the  French  Bepublic  to  the  provisions  embodied  in  the 
following  Articles : — 

Abticlb  V 

The  present  frontier  between  Senegambia  and  the  English 
Colony  of  the  Gambia  shall  be  modified  so  as  to  give  to  France 
Yarbutenda  and  the  lands  and  landing-places  belonging  to  that 
locality. 

In  the  event  of  the  river  not  being  open  to  maritime  naviga- 
tion up  to  that  point,  access  shall  be  assured  to  the  French 
Government  at  a  point  lower  down  on  the  Biver  Gambia,  which 
shall  be  recognised  by  mutual  agreement  as  being  accessible  to 
merchant  ships  engaged  in  maritime  navigation. 

The  conditions  which  shall  govern  transit  on  the  Biver 
Gambia  and  its  tributaries,  as  well  as  the  method  of  access  to 
the  point  that  may  be  reserved  to  France  in  accordance  with 
the  preceding  paragraph,  shall  form  the  subject  of  future  agree- 
ment between  the  two  Governments. 

In  any  case,  it  is  understood  that  these  conditions  shall  be  at 
least  as  favourable  as  those  of  the  system  instituted  by  applica- 
tion of  the  General  Act  of  the  African  Conference  of  February 
26, 1885,  and  of  the  Anglo-French  Convention  of  June  14,  i898» 
to  the  Ikiglish  portion  of  the  basin  of  the  Niger, 

Abticlb  VI 

The  group  known  as  the  ties  de  Los,  and  situated  opposite 
Eonakry,  is  ceded  by  His  Britannic  Majesty  to  France. 

Abticlb  VH 
Persons  bom  in  the  territories  ceded  to  France  by  Articles  V» 
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and  VI.  of  the  present  Convention  may  retain  British  nationality 
by  means  of  an  individual  declaration  to  that  efifeot,  to  be  made 
before  the  proper  authorities  by  themselves,  or,  in  the  case 
of  children  under  age,  by  their  parents  or  guardians. 

The  period  within  which  the  declaration  of  option  referred  to 
in  the  prdleding  paragraph  must  be  made  shall  be  one  year, 
dating  from  the  day  on  which  French  authority  shall  be 
established  over  the  territory  in  which  the  persons  in  question 
have  been  bom. 

Native  laws  and  customs  now  existing  will,  as  far  as  possible, 
remain  undisturbed. 

In  the  lies  de  Los,  for  a  period  of  thirty  years  from  the  date 
of  exchange  of  the  ratifications  of  the  present  Convention, 
British  fishermen  shall  enjoy  the  same  rights  as  French  fisher- 
men with  regard  to  anchorage  in  all  weathers,  to  taking  in 
provisions  and  water,  to  making  repairs,  to  transhipment  of 
goods,  to  the  sale  of  fish,  and  to  the  landing  and  drying  of  nets, 
provided  always  that  they  observe  the  conditions  laid  down  in 
the  French  Laws  and  Regulations  which  may  be  in  force  there. 

Abticlb  VIII 

To  the  east  of  the  Niger  the  following  line  shall  be  substituted 
for  the  boundary  fixed  between  the  French  and  British  posses- 
sions by  the  Convention  of  June  14,  1898,  subject  to  the 
modifications  which  may  result  from  the  stipulations  introduced 
in  the  final  paragraph  of  the  present  Article. 

Starting  from  the  point  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Niger  laid 
down  in  Article  III.  of  the  Convention  of  June  14,  1898,  that 
is  to  say,  the  median  line  of  the  Dallul  Mauri,  the  frontier  shall 
be  drawn  along  this  median  line  until  it  meets  the  circumference 
of  a  circle  drawn  from  the  town  of  Sokoto  as  a  centre,  with 
a  radius  of  160,932  mdtres  (100  miles).  Thence  it  shall  follow 
the  northern  arc  of  this  circle  to  a  point  situated  5  kilometres 
south  of  the  point  of  intersection  of  the  above-mentioned  arc 
of  the  circle  with  the  route  from  Dosso  to  Matankari  via 
Maour6d6. 

Thence  it  shall  be  drawn  in  a  direct  line  to  a  point  20  kilo- 
metres north  of  Eonni  (Bimi-N'Eouni),  and  then  in  a  direct 
line  to  a  point  15  kilometres  south  of  Maradi,  and  thence  shall 
be  continued  in  a  direct  line  to  the  point  of  intersection  of  the 
parallel  of  13^  20'  north  latitude  with  a  meridian  passing 
70  miles  to  the  east  of  the  second  intersection  of  the  14th  degree 
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of  north  latitude  and  the  northern  arc  of  the  above-mentioned 

circle. 

Thence  the  frontier  shall  follow  in  an  easterly  direction  the 
parallel  of  13^  20'  north  latitude  until  it  strikes  the  left  bank 
of  the  Biver  Eomadugu  Waubd  (Eomadougou  Ouob6),  the 
thalweg  of  which  it  will  then  follow  to  Lake  Chad.  But, 
if  before  meeting  this  river  the  frontier  attains  a  distance  of 
5  kilometres  from  the  caravan  route  from  Zinder  to  Yo,  through 
Sua  Eololua  (Soua  Eololoua),  Adeber,  and  Eabi,  the  boundary 
shall  then  be  traced  at  a  distance  of  5  kilometres  to  the  south 
of  this  route  until  it  strikes  the  left  bank  of  the  Biver  Eoma- 
dugu Waub6  (Eomadougou  Ouob^),  it  being  nevertheless 
understood  that,  if  the  boundary  thus  drawn  should  happen  to 
pass  through  a  village,  this  village,  with  its  lands,  shall  be 
assigned  to  the  Government  to  which  would  fall  the  larger 
portion  of  the  village  and  its  lands.  The  boundary  will  then, 
as  before,  follow  the  thalweg  of  the  said  river  to  Lake  Chad. 

Thence  it  will  follow  the  degree  of  latitude  passing  through 
the  thalweg  of  the  mouth  of  the  said  river  up  to  its  intersection 
with  the  meridian  running  35'  east  of  the  centre  of  the  town 
of  Eouka,  and  will  then  follow  this  meridian  southwards  until 
it  intersects  the  southern  shore  of  Lake  Chad. 

It  is  agreed,  however,  that,  when  the  Commissioners  of  the 
two  Governments  at  present  engaged  in  delimiting  the  line  laid 
down  in  Article  lY.  of  the  Convention  of  June  14,  1898,  return 
home  and  can  be  consulted,  the  two  Governments  will  be 
prepared  to  consider  any  modifications  of  the  above  frontier 
line  which  may  seem  desirable  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  line  of  demarcation  with  greater  accuracy.  Li  order  to 
avoid  the  inconvenience  to  either  party  which  might  result  from 
the  adoption  of  a  line  deviating  from  recognised  and  well- 
established  frontiers,  it  is  agreed  that  in  those  portions  of  the 
projected  line  where  the  frontier  is  not  determined  by  the  trade 
routes,  regard  shall  be  had  to  the  present  political  divisions  of 
the  territories  so  that  the  tribes  belonging  to  the  territories 
of  Tessaoua-Maradi  and  Zinder  shall,  as  far  as  possible,  be 
left  to  France,  and  those  belonging  to  the  territories  of  the 
British  zone  shall,  as  far  as  possible,  be  left  to  Great  Britain. 

It  is  further  agreed  that,  on  Lake  Chad,  the  frontier  line 
shall,  if  necessary,  be  modified  so  as  to  assure  to  France 
a  communication  through  open  water  at  all  seasons  between 
her  possessions  on  the  north-west  and  those  on  the  south-east 
of  the  Lake,  and  a  portion  of  the  surface  of  the  open  waters  of 
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the  Lftke  at  least  proportionate  to  that  assigned  to  her  by  the 
map  forming  Annex  2  of  the  Convention  of  Jane  14,  1898. 

In  that  portion  of  the  Biver  Eomadugu  whioh  is  common  to 
both  partiesi  the  populations  on  the  banks  shall  have  equal 
rights  of  fishing. 

Abticlb  IX 

The  present  Convention  shall  be  ratified,  and  the  ratifications 
shall  be  exchanged,  at  London,  within  eight  months,  or  earlier 
if  possible. 

In  witness  whereof  His  Excellency  the  Ambassador  of  the 
iVench  Republic  at  the  Court  of  His  Majesty  the  King  of  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Qreat  Britain  and  Ireland  and  of  the  British 
Dominions  beyond  the  Seas,  Emperor  of  India,  and  His 
Majesty's  Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs,  duly 
authorised  for  that  purpose,  have  signed  the  present  Conven- 
tion and  have  affixed  thereto  their  seals. 

Done  at  London,  in  duplicate,  the  8th  day  of  April,  1904. 
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DECLABATION   CONCEBNING   SIAM,  MADAGASCAB. 

AND  THE  NEW  HEBBIDES 

I. — Sum 

The  Government  of  His  Britannic  Majesty  and  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  French  Bepublic  confirm  Articles  i  and  2  of  the 
Declaration  signed  in  London  on  January  15,  1896,  by  the 
Marquess  of  Salisbury,  then  Her  Britannic  Majesty's  Principal 
Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs,  and  Baron  de  Courcel; 
then  Ambassador  of  the  French  Bepublic  at  the  Court  of  Her 
Britannic  Majesty. 

In  order,  however,  to  complete  these  arrangements,  they 
declare  by  mutual  agreement  that  the  influence  of  Great  Britain 
shall  be  recognised  by  France  in  the  territories  situated  to  the 
west  of  the  basin  of  the  Biver  Menam,  and  that  the  influence 
of  France  shall  be  recognised  by  Great  Britain  in  the  territories 
situated  to  the  east  of  the  same  region,  all  the  Siamese  posses- 
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sioDS  on  the  eatt  and  soath-east  of  the  zone  above  deacribed 
and  the  adjacent  ialanda  coming  thna  henceforth  under  French 
infloence,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  all  Siamese  poeooflgiona  on 
the  west  of  this  zone  and  of  the  Gnlf  of  Siam,  incloding  the 
Malay  Peninsula  and  the  adjacent  islands,  coming  under  Eng- 
lish influence. 

The  two  Contracting  Parties,  disclaiming  all  idea  of  annex- 
ing any  Siamese  territory,  and  determined  to  abstain  from  any 
act  which  might  contravene  the  provisions  of  existing  Treaties, 
agree  that,  with  this  reservation,  and  so  far  as  either  of  them  is 
concerned,  the  two  Gtovomments  shall  each  have  respectively 
liberty  of  action  in  their  spheres  of  influence  as  above  defined. 

II. — Madagasoab 

In  view  of  the  Agreement  now  in  negotiation  on  the  questions 
of  jurisdiction  and  the  postal  service  in  Zanzibar,  and  on  the 
adjacent  coast,  His  Britannic  Majesty's  Government  withdraw 
the  protest  which  they  had  raised  against  the  introduction  of 
the  Customs  TarifiF  established  at  Madagascar  after  the  annexa- 
tion of  that  island  to  France.  The  Government  of  the  French 
Bepublio  take  note  of  this  Declaration. 

III. — New  Hebbideb 

The  two  Governments  agree  to  draw  up  in  concert  an  Ar- 
rangement which,  without  involving  any  modification  of  the 
political  status  quo,  shall  put  an  end  to  the  difficulties  arising 
from  the  absence  of  jurisdiction  over  the  natives  of  the  New 
Hebrides. 

They  agree  to  appoint  a  Commission  to  settle  the  disputes 
of  their  respective  nationals  in  the  said  islands  with  regard  to 
landed  property.  The  competency  of  this  Commission  and  its 
rules  of  procedure  shall  form  the  subject  of  a  preliminary  Agree- 
ment between  the  two  Governments. 

In  witness  whereof  His  Britannic  Majesty's  Principal  Secre- 
tary of  State  for  Foreign'Affairs  and  His  Excellency  the  Ambas- 
sador of  the  French  Republic  at  the  Court  of  His  Majesty  the 
King  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and 
of  the  British  Dominions  beyond  the  Seas,  Emperor  of  India, 
duly  authorised  for  that  purpose,  have  signed  the  present  De- 
claration and  have  affixed  thereto  their  seals. 

Done  at  London,  in  duplicate,  the  8th  day  of  April,  1904. 
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Deposed  monarchs,  411,  422 
Deprivation,    loss    of    nationality 

through,  356 
Derby,  Lord,  573 


INDEX 


599 


Dereliotion  of  territory,  298 

DeserterB  not  to  be  extradited,  388 

Despagnet,  88, 93 

Dignity  of  States,  167-170,  437 

Diplomaoy,  418 

Diplomatic  corps,  425 

Diplomatic  envoys :  appointment  of, 
426,  428  ;  ceremonial  and  poli- 
tical, 422 ;  classes  of,  425  ;  death 
of,  461;  dismissal  through 
delivery  of  passports,  4 ;  exempt 
from  criminal  and  civil  jnrisdic- 
tion,  439,  445;  exempt  from 
police  regulations,  447;  exempt 
from  subpoBna  as  witnesses,  446 ; 
exempt  from  taxes  and  the  like, 
448 ;  exterritoriality  of,  441 ; 
^unily  of,  455 ;  found  on  enemy 
territory  by  a  belligerent,  452; 
functions  of,  433;  immunity  of 
domicile  of,  441 ;  inviolability 
of,  438,  440;  interfering  with 
afElEurs  of  third  States,  453 ;  not 
to  interfere  in  internal  politicSj 
435 ;  official  papers  of,  427 ; 
person  and  qualification  of^ 
426 ;  position  of,  436 ;  privileges 
o^»  437 ;  reception  of,  429,  431 ; 
recall,  458 ;  refhsal  to  receive 
certain  individuals  as,  430; 
retinue  of,  453-456;  request  for 
passports,  459;  right  of  chapel, 
448;  self -jurisdiction  of,  449; 
servants  of,  455  ;  termination  of 
their  mission,  456-462 ;  travelling 
through  third  State,  450 

Diplomatic  usages,  418 

Discovery,  title  of,  277 

Dissolution  of  treaties:  in  contra- 
distinction to  fulfilment,  547; 
through  mutual  consent,  548; 
through  withdrawal  by  notice, 
549;  through  vital  change  of 
circumstances,  550 
Dogger  Bank,  case  of  the,  210 
Domicile,    naturalisation  through, 

353 


Domin-Petruch^vecz,  36 

Doyen  of  the  diplomatic  corps,  425 

Droit :  d'aubaine,  377  ;  de  conve- 
nance,  177 ;  d'^tape,  261 ;  d'en- 
qu6te,  324 ;  de  recousse,  331 ;  de 
renvoi,  381  ;  de  chapelle,  448 
du  culte,  448 

Dubois,  case  o^  446 

Duke  of   Brunswick    v.   King    of 
Hanover,  412 

Dumont,  94 

Dunkirk,  fortification  of,  560 


Effect  of  treaties :  upon  the  parties, 
539;  upon  the  subjects  of  the 
parties,  539;  how  affected  by 
changes  in  government,  540; 
upon  third  States,  541 

Effective  occupation.  See  Occu- 
pation 

Egypt,  international  position  of, 
480 

Elizabeth,  Queen,  303,  440 

Emigration,  35 1 ;  loss  of  nationality 
through,  356 

Emperor  William  Canal,  233 

Enclosure,  219 

Enqu6te,  droit  d',  324 

Envoys  extraordinary,  424 

Equidity  of  States,  16,  19 

Erie,  Lake,  230,  231 

Error  and  delusion  in  parties  to 
treaties,  526 

Estate  duty,  377 

£tape,  droit  d',  261 

European  Concert,  163 

European  Danube  Commission,  494 

Exchange,  case  of  the,  487 

**  Exequatur  "  requisite  for  consuls, 

471 

Expiration  of  treaties:  in  contra- 
distinction   to    fulfilment,  547; 
through  expiration  of  time,  548 
through  resolutive  condition,  548 

Expulsion  of  foreigners:  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  every  State,  378;  in 
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Great  Britain,  378 ;  in  Switzar- 
Iftnd,  378;  just  oaosee  of,  379; 
how  efieoted,  381 

Exterritoriality :  of  diploniatio  en- 
voys, 441-450 ;  of  monarche,  408 ; 
of  presidents  of  republics,  413  ;  of 
men-of-war  in  foreign  waters,  487 

Extinction  of  States,  118 

Extraditable  crimes,  387 

Extradition :  conception  of,  382 ;  no 
obligation  to  extradite,  383; 
treaties  stipulating  extradition 
how  arisen,  383 ;  municipal  extra- 
dition laws,  385 ;  of  deserters, 
388;  effectuation  of,  388;  con- 
dition of,  388;  of  political 
criminals,  388,  389-400 

Extradition  Acts,  British,  385 


Faxilt  of  Nations,  definition  of,  12 

Fauchille,  88,  95 

Federal  States,  129,  222 

Female  consuls,  469 

Female  diplomatic  envoys,  426 

Ferguson,  90 

Fetiales,  50 

Field,  36 

Finance  Act  of  1894,  377 

Fiore,  37,  89,  92 

Fisheries :  in  gulfs  and  bays,  242 ; 
in  straits,  250 ;  in  the  maritime 
belt,  242  ;  in  the  Open  Sea,  333- 
338 ;  in  the  North  Sea,  322,  334 ; 
off  the  coast  of  Iceland,  333, 337 ; 
around  the  Faroe  Islands,  337 

Flag :  abuse  of,  on  the  part  of  vessels, 
321 ;  claims  of  vessels  to  sail 
under  a  certain,  316 ;  claims  of 
States  to  maritime,  312;  com- 
mercial, 313;  verification  of,  320, 
322 

Foreign  Jurisdiction  Act  of  1890, 

374 
Foreign  Offices,  414 

Foreigners :  subjected  to  territorial 

supremacy,    372 ;     in    Eastern 


'  countries,  373 ;  under  protection 
of  their  home  State,  374 ;  protec- 
tion to  be  afforded  to,  375  ;  how 
fur  they  can  be  treated  aooordm|; 
to  discretion,  376 ;  their  departure 
from  the  foreign  country,  379;  ex- 
pulsion of,  378-382 ;  reoonduotimi 
of,  381 

Forerunners  of  Grotius,  76 

Form  of  treaties,  528 

Franchise  de  lli6tel,  442;  du 
quartier,  442 

"  Franconia,'*  case  of,  29 

Frederick  IIL,  Emperor  of  Ger- 
many, 301 

Frische  Haff;  247 

Fugitive  Offenders  Act  of  1881, 385, 
386 

Fulfilment  of  treaties,  547 

Full  powers,  426 

Funck-Brentano,  88 

Fundamental  ri^ts  of  States,  158 


Gabblla  emigrationis,  377 
Gallatin,  case  of  the  coachman  of 

Mr.,  455 
Gareis,  89,  93 

Geneva  Convention,  69,  565 
Geneva,  Lake  of,  230 
Genoa,  her  sovereignty  over  the  Li- 

gurian  Sea,  301 
Gentilis,  77,  304 
Ghillany,  94 
Gibraltar,  260 
Good  offices,  182,  545 
Great  Powers,  3 ;  hegemony  of,  163 
Greece,  independence  of,  67 
Greeks,  their  rules  for  international 

relations,  48 
Gr^goire,  Abb4,  35 
Grotians,  the,  85 
Grotius,  Hugo,  58,  77-8 1,  303 
Guarantee  as  a  means  of  securing 

the  performance  of  treaties,  544 
Guarantee     of      government     or 

dynasty,  184 
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Guarantee,  treaties  of,  573 ;  oonoep- 
tion  of,  573 ;  effect  of,  574 ;  ool- 
leetive,  575 

Gn^briant,  Madame  de,  426 

Golfs,  246 

Ghilistan,  Treaty  of,  231 

Gtmiey,  ease  o(  454 

Gyllenbarg,  ease  of,  440 


Haoohbtt,  case  of,  471 

Hagae  :  Convention  of  1882  con- 
cerning the  fisheries  in  the  North 
Sea,  334 ;  Peace  Conference,  37, 
72,  567 ;  International  Court  of 
Arbitration  at,  498 

HaU,  87,  93 

Halleck,  88, 91 

Hartmann,  86, 92 

Hay-Fauncefote  Treaty,  237,  568 

Heads  of  States:  honours  and 
privileges  o(  406;  position  of, 
406;  predicates  of,  167;  compe- 
tence of^  405;  recognition  of 
new,  404 ;  legitimitate  or  usurp- 
ing, 405 

Heffier,  88,  91 

Hertsiet,  95 

Herzegovina,  international  position 
of^  221 

Hinterland,  281 

Hobbee,  4 

Holtzendorf^  89,  93 

Holy  Alliance,  65,  67,  188,  569 

Holy  See,  149-154,420;  cannot  be 
party  to  international  negotiation, 
506 

Hostages  as  a  means  of  securing 
the  performance  of  treaties,  543 

Hovering  Acts,  245 

Hubertsburg,  Peace  treaty  of,  63 

Humbert  of  Italy,  assassination  of 

King,  398 
Htlningen,  262 

Huron,  Lake  of,  230,  231 

Hutcheson,  83 


loBiiANi),  fisheries  around,  333,  337 
Illegal  obligations,  528 
Immoral  obligations,  527 
Immunity  of  domicile,  439 
Independence  of  States :  definition 

of,   170;  consequences  of,  171; 

restrictions  upon,  174 ;  violations 

of,  173 
Indian    vassal    States    of    Great 

Britain,  135 
"  Indigenousness,**     international, 

345 

Individuals:  never  subjects  of  Inter- 
national Law,  19,  341 ;  objects 
of  International  Law,  344;  state- 
less, 345,  366 

Industrial  property,  union  for 
protection  o(  579 

Inquiry,  international  commissions 

of,  493 

Institute  of  International  Law,  the, 
36 

Instructions  of  diplomatic  envoys, 
427 

Insurgents  recognised  as  a  bellige- 
rent Power,  99,  112  ;  do  not  pos- 
sess the  right  of  legation,  421 

Integrate  territory,  218 

Intercession,  182 

Intercourse  of  States,  191-194 

International  bureau  of  the  Inter- 
national  Court    of  Arbitration, 

499 
International  Code  of  Signals,  320 

International  Commission  concern- 
ing sugar,  496 

International  Commission  of  the 
Congo,  495 

International  Commissions,  493 

International  Conunissions  in  the 
interest  of  foreign  creditors,  495 

International  Commissions  of  In- 
quiry, 493 

International  Council  of  Sanitation 
at  Bucharest,  495 

International  Court  of  Arbitration 
at  the  Hague,  498 
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International  Coorts  in  Egyptf  4S0 
International  orimee,  201 
International  delinqnenoiee,  201 
International  Law:  basis  of,    15; 
codification  of,  35 ;  definition  of, 
3;  dominion  o(  30;  factors  in- 
fluencing the  growth  of^  24;  legal 
fbroe  of^  4;    relations   between 
International  Law  and  Municipal 
Law,  25 ;  States  as  subjects  of, 
18 ;  sources  of,  20 
International  Law  Association,  the, 

37 

International  negotiation.  See  Ne- 
gotiation 

International  offices  concerning : 
sugar,  498 ;  customs  tarifEs,  497  ; 
industrial  property,  497;  mari- 
time office  at  Zanzibar,  497; 
postal,  496;  telegraph,  49^; 
transports,  497;  weights  and 
measures,  499;  works  of  litera- 
ture and  art,  497 

International  personality  as  a  body 
of  qualities,  159;  definition  of^ 
160 

International  persons,  99 

International  transactions.  See 
Transactions 

Internuncios,  424 

Interpretatio  authentica,  560 

Interpretation  of  treaties,  559 

Intervention,  74 ;  admissibility  in 
defiftult  of  right,  185 ;  by  right, 
183;  concerning  a  treaty  con- 
cluded by  other  States,  545  ;  defi- 
nition of,  181 ;  for  maintaining  the 
balance  of  power,  185  ;  in  the  in- 
terest of  humanity,  186 

Inviolability  of  diplomatic  envoys, 

438.  440 
Irish  Sea,  250 

Isabella,  Queen  of  Spain,  404, 41 1 
Island,  new-born,  285 
Italy  as  a  Great  Power,  164 ;  her 

law  of  guarantee  concerning  the 

Pope,  150 


Jaoquin,  case  of,  394 

James  I.,  302,  450 

Japan,  33,  71,  164 

Jenkins,  Sir  Leoline,  82 

Jenkinson,  94 

Jews :  their  rules  for  international 
relations,  45  ;  their  treatment  in 
Bussia,  347 ;  their  treatment  in 
Boumania,  366,  347 ;  sometime 
excluded  from  Gibraltar,  260 

*'  Journal  T^l^graphique,*'  496 

Juges  consuls,  463 

Jurisdiction,  194-197 ;  in  Straits,  250 ; 
on  the  Open  Sea,  195,  315-324  ; 
over  citizens  abroad,  195 ;  over 
crews  of  men-of-war  when  on 
land  abroad,  487 ;  over  foreigners 
abroad,  196 ;  over  foreign  vessels 
sailing  under  the  flag  of  a  State, 
316;  over  pirates,  330;  within 
the  maritime  belt,  244 

Jus :  idbinagii,  377 ;  avocandi,  350 ; 
quarteriorum,  442 ;  representa- 
tionis  omnimodae,  405 ;  transitus 
innoxii,  451 


Eaxnardoi,  Treaty  of,  420 

Kamptz,  95 

Kara  Sea,  308 

Eardis,  Peace  treaty  of,  62 

Eatschenowsky,  36 

Kattegat,  the,  257 

Keiley,  case  of,  431 

Kelmis,  220 

Kent,  James,  87 

Kertch,  Strait  of^  307 

Kiaochau  leased  to  Germany,  271 

King's  Chambers,  247 

Klttber,  88, 91,  95 

Kosta,  case  of  Martin,  367 

Kurisdhe  Haff,  247 


Laibaoh,  Congress  of,  66 
Lakes,  230 
Landlocked  seas,  230 
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Language  of  diplomacy,  418 

Law  of  guarantee,  the  Italian,  150 

Law  of  Natiomk  See  Intemationid 
Law 

Law  of  Nature,  79 

Law-making  treaties,  23,  518,  563- 
568 

Lawrence,  87,  93 

Lease  of  territory,  221 

Legation:  combined,  428;  institu- 
tion of,  416;  members  of,  453, 
454;  right  of,  418 

Legati  a  latere  or  de  latere,  424 

Legnano,  76 

Leibnitz,  94 

Letters  of  credence,  426,  457 

Lettre  de  provision,  458 ;  de  r^cr^- 
ance,  458 

Levi,  Leone,  87 

Lieber,  36 

Lincoln,  assassination  of,  398 

Liszt,  89,  93 

Literature,  union  for  the  protection 
of  works  of,  579 

Log-book,  317 

Lombardy  ceded  in  1859  by  Austria 
to  France,  272 

London  :  Conference  of  1841,  61 ; 
of  1871,  69;  of  1883,  99;  Treaty 
of  1831,  564;  of  1840,  533;  of 
1841,  252,  347;  of  1867,  566;  of 
1871,232,252,311,552 

Lorimer,  James,  87,  93 

Loss  of  territory,  296 

Louisiana  boundary  dispute,  279 

L'Union  Fostale,  496 

Luxemburg,  neutnJisation  of,  146 

Lymoon  Pass,  249 


Macabtmbt  f^.  Cbrbut,  448 
Mackintosh,  Sir  James,  390 
McLeod,  case  of,  483 
Magellan,  Straits  of^  250,  568 
Maine,  Sir  Henry  Sumner,  87 
Mancini,  36 
Manifest  of  cargo,  317 


Mankind,  rights  of,  346 

Manning,  87,  91 

Mardyck,  port  of,  560 

Marino,  international    position  of 

San,  139 
Maritime  belt,  239-246 
Maritime  ceremonials,  170, 242, 302, 

3" 
Marmora  Sea,  307 

Martens,  Charles  de,  85 

Martens,  F.  von,  90, 93 

Martens,  G.  F.  von,  84 

Mary,  Queen,  302 

Matzen,  90 

Means  of  securing  performance  of 
treaties,  542;  guarantee,  544; 
hostages,  543;  oaths,  542;  occu- 
pation of  territory,  543 ;  pledge, 

543  ^ 
Mediation,  182,  545 

Mendoza,  Spanish  Ambassador, 
303 ;  case  of,  439 

Men-of-war:  proof  of  character, 
485 ;  in  foreign  waters,  485 ; 
position  in  foreign  waters,  487 ; 
position  on  the  high  seas,  posi- 
tion of  crew  on  land  abroad, 
488 

Merchant  Shipping  Act  (1894),  322 

Merchant  Shipping  Acts  of  1873 
and  1874,  319 

Metric  system.  Convention  concem- 

ingi  579 
Ministers  Plenipotentiary,  424 
Ministers  Resident,  424 
Mixed  Commission  of  the  Danube, 

494 
Mohl,  95 

Moldavia,  420 

Monaco,  international  position  of, 

139 
Monaldeschi,  case  of,  409 

Monarohs:  travellingincognito,4io; 
sovereignty  of,  407 ;  considera- 
tion due  to,  407 ;  deposed  or  abdi- 
cated, 411,  422;  exterritoriality 
of,  408 ;  in  the  service  or  subjects 
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of  foreign  Powers,  411 ;  position 
of  wife  of,  409 ;  acts  of  yiolenoe 
oommitted  by  a  foreign,  400; 
retinae  of  monarch  abroad,  410 

Monetary  Conventions,  582 

Monroe  Doctrine,  66, 188 

Montenegro :  independence  of,  70 ; 
restricted  to  having  a  com- 
mercial flag  only,  313 

Monti,  case  of  Marquis  de,  453 

Moors  in  Gibraltar,  260 

Moresnet,  220 

Morocco,  protection  of  natives  by 
foreign  Powers,  351 

Moser,  84 

Most*&vonred-nation  clause,  518, 

Mulhouse  merged  in  1798  in 
France,  270 

Municipal  Law  not  identical  with 
law  in  general,  9;  relations  be- 
tween International  and  Muni- 
dpid  Law,  25 

Muster  Boll,  317 


Namxs  of  vessek,  318 

Narrow  Seas,  249 

NationaL    See  (Htizen 

Nationality:  absent,  364;  acquisi- 
tion of^  352 ;  conception  of,  348 ; 
difficulties  arising  from  double 
and  absent  nationalities,  366; 
double,  362;   Amotion  of^  349; 

loBB  o^*  355  f  ^^  li^  between 
individuals  and  International 
^w,  345 ;  principle  of,  67,  74 

Natural  boundaries,  255 

Natural  boundaries  eemu  poUHoo, 
256 

Naturalisation  Acts,  British,  359, 
360,361,364,368 

Naturalisation  in  Great  Britain,  360 

Naturalisation:  acquisition  of  na- 
tionality by,  353 ;  loss  of  nation- 
ality through,  357,  359 ;  through 
grant  on  application,  357,  360 


Naturalists,  the,  82 

Naval  War  Code  of  the  United 
States,  38 

Navigation :  in  gulfs  and  bays,  248 ; 
in  straits,  250;  on  rivers,  226- 
229;  on  the  Open  Sea,  311; 
throu^  the  Straits  of  Magellan, 
250,  568;  within  and  through 
the  maritime  belt,  243,  312 

Negotiation:  by  whom  conducted, 
507;  conception  of,  505;  end  and 
effect   of,   508;  form   of,  508 
parties  to,  505 ;  purpose  of,  506 

Nemo  plus  juris  transferre  potest 
quam  ipse  habet,  272 

Nemo  potest  exuere  patriam,  359 

Neutralisation  of  the  Black  Sea,  552 

Neutralised  States,  140-147;  can- 
not cede  territory  without  con- 
sent of  the  Powers,  269 ;  can  be 
parties   to   defensive    aUiances, 

571 
Newfoundland  fishery  dispute,  260 

Niemeyer,  95 

Nikitsdienkow,  case  of,  444 

Nillins,  case  of,  387 

North  Channel,  250 

Notarial  functions :  of  consuls,  474, 

of  diplomatic  envoys,  435 
Notification:  as  an   international 

transaction,  514;  of  a  change  in 

the  headship  of  a  State,  404 ;  of 

occupation,  278 
Nuncios,  424 
Nymeguen,  treaty  of,  61 
Nys,  90, 95 
Nystaedt,  treaty  of,  62 


Oath  as  a  means  of  securing  per- 
formance of  treaties,  529,  542 

Occupation  of  territory,  275-283; 
as  a  means  of  securing  the  per- 
formance of  treaties,  543 ;  con- 
ception of,  275;  extent  of,  279; 
how  effected,  276 ;  notification  of, 
278,  514;  object  oi^  276 
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Office  central  des  transportB  inter- 
nationanz,  497 

Offices,  international,  496 

OUron,  Laws  o(  56 

Oliva,  Peace  treaty  of,  62 

Olivart,  Marquis  de,  S9, 95 

Ompteda,95 

Ontario,  lake  of,  230,  231 

Open  Sea:  oeremonialB  on,  311; 
clamiB  to  sovereignty  over  parts 
of,  301 ;  collisions  on,  319 ;  oon> 
ception  of^  306 ;  fisheries  in  the, 
333-338 ;  fireedom  of;  308-314 ;  in 
time  of  war,  311 ;  jurisdiction  on, 
315-324;  legal  order  on,  309; 
navigation  on,  311;  piracy  on, 
325-332;  powers  of  men-of-war 
over  merchantmen  on  the  Open 
Sea,  320;  right  of  pursuit  on, 
321 ;  shipwreck  and  distress  on, 
324;  telegraph  cables  in,  322, 
338-340;  verification  of  flag  on, 
320 

Operation  of  nature  as  a  mode  of 
losing  territory,  297 

Oppenheim,  Heinri<di  Bernard,  88 

Option,  loss  of  nationality  through, 
356 ;  of  inhabitants  of  ceded  terri- 
tory to  retain  their  old  citizenship, 

274 
Oregon  Boundary  dispute,  279 


Pacta  sunt  servanda,  550 

Pactum  de  contrahendo,  524 

Panama  Canal,  236,  568 

Pando,  89 

Papal  Nuncio.    See  Nuncio 

Papal  States,  149 

Par  in  parem  non  habet  imperium, 
408 

Paris :  Convention  for  the  protection 
of  submarine  telegraph  cables, 
339;  Declaration  of,  68,  564; 
Peace  treaty  of  (1763),  63;  (1856), 
167,  232,  311,  494;  (1898),  91 

Parkinson  v.  Potter,  448 


^  Parlement  Beige,'*  case  of  the,  487 

Participation  of  third  States  in 
treaties :  accession,  546 ;  adhesion, 
546 ;  good  offices  and  mediation, 
545 ;  intervention,  545 

Parties  to  treaties,  521, 524, 525, 526 

Parts  of  treaties,  530 

Part-Sovereign  States,  420 

Passport  of  vessels,  317 

Peace  Conference  at  the  Hague 
(1899),  567 

Peace  treaty  of  Aix-la-Chapelle 
(1668),  61;  (1748),  63;  Carlowitz, 
62;  Copenhagen,  62;  Huberts- 
burg,  63;  Eainardgi  (i774)i  420; 
Eardis,  62;  Nymeguen,  61; 
Nystaedt,  62;  Oliva,  62;  Paris 
(1763),  63;  (1856),  67,  3".  494; 
(1898)  91 ;  Prague  (1866),  343 ; 
Bastadt  and  Baden,  61;  Boe- 
skild,  62;  Byswick,  61;  San 
Stefimo,  70,  545 ;  the  Pyrenees, 
61 ;  Shimonoseki,  545 ;  Utrecht, 
61,  260,  560;  Versailles  (1783), 
63;  Westminster  (1674),  305; 
Westphalia,  563 

Pearl  fishery  off  Ceylon  and  in  the 
Persian  Oul^  333 

Persian  Qul^  pearl  fishery  in  the, 

333 
Persona  grata  of  diplomatic  envoy, 

431 
Personal  supremacy :  definition  oi^ 

171 ;  consequences  of;   172 ;  re- 
strictions upon,  176;   violations 

of,  173 
Personal  union  of  States,  126 
Pertille,  89 

Philip  n.  of  Spain,  302 
Phillimore,  Shr  Bobert,  87,  91 
Phylloxera  conventions,  581 
Physically   impossible   obligations 

527 
PiMelidvre,  88, 93 
Pierantoni,  89 
Pillau,  allianoe  of,  529 
I*"»oy,  325-331 
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nrata  ncm  nmtat  domuifaim,  331 

Pirates :  jnrisdietion  ov«r,  278 ;  may 
be  ptusaed  into  the  territorial 
maritime  belt,  330 

Hague  Conventions,  581 

Flaten-Hallermnnd,  case  of  Gomit, 
291 

Rebisoite  oonoeming  eession  of 
territory,  273 

Fledge,  221 

Pleins  ponvoirs,  427 

Poland,  partition  of,  144,  295 

Pdlitioal  agents :  public,  489;  secret, 
490;  spies,  491 

Political  crime,  conception  of,  392 

Political  criminals,  non-extradition 
of,  389-400 

Pollicitations,  524 

Poison,  Archer,  87 

Pope,  position  of  the,  149-154.  See 
clUo  Holy  See 

Port  Arthur  leased  to  Russia,  271 

Position:  of  diplomatic  envoys, 
436;  of  armed  forces  abroad, 
483 ;  of  consuls,  475 ;  of  diplo- 
matic envoys  as  regards  third 
States,  450 

Positivists,  the,  83 

Postal  Union,  Universal,  577 

Powers  of  men-of-war  over  mer* 
chantmen  of  all  nations,  320 

Pradier-Fod4rd,  88,  93 

Prague,  Peace  treaty  of  (1866),  343 

Predicates  of  heads  of  States,  167 

Prescription,  293-296 

Presidents  of  republics :  not  sove- 
reigns, 412 ;  position  of,  412,  413 

Private  Intemationtd  Law :  concep- 
tion, 4 ;  conventions  concerning, 
580 

Privateering  abolished  by  Declara- 
tion of  Paris,  68,  564 

Privileges  of :  consuls,  476 ;  couriers, 
456;    diplomatic   envoys,   437; 
members  of  legation,  454 
Proconsul,  468 
Protection,  treaties  of,  576  \ 


Phitection  of  citizens  abroad,  374 
Protectorate,  138 

Protectorate  as  precursor  of  occupa- 
tion, 280 

IVot^g^^f  350 

Protest  as  an  international  transac- 
tion, 515 
Prussia  becomes  a  Ghreat  Power,  6 
Public  political  agents,  489 
Pnfendorf,  4,  82 
Punctationes,  524 
Pyrenees,  Peace  of  the,  61 


Baohel,  83 

BaUway  transports  and  freights, 
Union  concerning,  578 

Bank  of  States,  164 

Bastadt  and  Baden,  Peace  treaty 
of,  61 

Batification  of  treaties :  conception, 
531 ;  rationale  for,  532 ;  not  ab- 
solutely necessary,  533;  qmce 
of  time  for,  534 ;  refusal  of,  534 ; 
form  of;  535 ;  by  whom  efifected, 
536 ;  not  to  be  partial  or  condi- 
tional, 537  ;  effect  of,  538 

Bationiile  for  the  freedom  of  the 
Open  Sea,  313 

Beal  union  of  States,  127 

Bebus  sic  stantibus,  clause  of,  550 

Becall  of  diplomatic  envoys,  458 

Beception  of  diplomatic  envoys, 
429,431,432 

Beception  of  foreigners :  no  obliga- 
tion to  receive  foreigners,  369; 
may  be  received  conditionally 
only,  370;  right  of  asylum,  371 

Becognition  of  a  new  head  of  a 
State,  404 

Becognition  of  a  State  through 
appointment  of  consul,  471 

Becognition :  of  States,  108-113 ;  of 
insurgents  as  a  belligerent  Power, 
112  ;  of  a  change  in  the  form  of 
government,  113;  of  a  change  in 
the  title  of  a  State,  113,  166 
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Beoondnction  of  foreignersi  381 
Beoonfinnation  of  treaties,  558 
BeoousBe,  droit  de,  331 
Bedintegration,      acquisition      of 

nationality  by,  354 
Bedintegration  of  treaties,  558 
BegentB,4ii 
Belease,  loss  of  nationality  through, 

356 

Benewal  of  treaties,  557 

Bennnoiation  as  an  international 
transaction,  575 

Benvoi,  droit  de,  381 

Besidents,  423 
esponsales,  416 

Besponsibility  of  States,  198-214; 
for  acts  of  heads  of  States,  206 ; 
for  acts  of  members  of  Gk>vem- 
ments,  207;  for  acts  of  diplo- 
matic envoys,  207;  for  acts  of 
Parliaments,  208 ;  for  acts  of 
courts  of  justice,  208 ;  for  acts  of 
officials  and  military  forces,  209 ; 
for  acts  of  private  individuals, 
211;  for  acts  of  insurgents  and 
rioters,  212 

Bes  transit  cum  suo  onere,  272 

Betinue  of  diplomatic  envoys,  453- 
456;  of  monarchs  abroad,  410 

Betorsion,  370 

Bevolt  as  a  mode  of  losing  terri- 
tory, 297 

Bhodian  laws,  56 

Bight :  of  asylum,  371,  444,  488  ;  of 
chapel,  448 ;  of  contiguity,  279 ; 
of  protection  over  citizens  abroad, 
374 ;  of  pursuit  on  the  sea,  321 

Bight  of  legation :  conception,  419 ; 
what  States  possess  the,  420 ;  by 
whom  exercised,  421 ;  not  pos- 
sessed by  a  revolutionary  party 
recognised  as  a  belligerent  Power, 
421 

Bights  of  mankind,  346 

Bipperda,  case  of  Duke  of,  442 

Biquelme,  89 

Bivers,  229.    See  aUo  Navigation 


Bivier,  90,  93, 94 

Bolin,  95 

Boeskild,  Peace  treaty  of,  62 

Bomans,  their  rules  for  inter- 
national relations,  50 

Boss,  case  of  Bishop,  422 

Boumania,  independence  o(  70 

Bousset,  94 

Boyal  honours,  States  enjoying, 
165 

Butherford,  83 

Byswiok,  Peace  treaty  of,  61 

Sa,  case  of  Don  Pftntaleon,  455 

Saalfeld,88 

Sackville,  case  of  Lord,  436 

St.  George's  Channel,  249 

St.  Petersburg,  Declaration  of,  69, 

566 
Sandona,  89 

Sanitary  Conventions,  581 
Sanitation,    Intemationtd  Council 

of,  at  Bucharest,  495 
San  Marino,  international  position 

of,  139 
San  Stefano,  Peace  treaty  of,  70, 545 
Santa  Lucia,  case  of,  299 
Sarawak,  265 
Sarpi,  Paolo,  304 
Schmalz,  88 
Schmauss,  94 
Schnaeb^l^,  case  of,  492 
Scott,  Sir  William,  91 
Sea-brief,  317 
Sea-letter,  317 
Seal  fisheries  in  the  Behring  Sea, 

336 
Secret  political  agents,  490 
Secretary  for  Foreign  Affiurs,  414 
Selden,  John,  81,  304 
Self-jurisdiction :     of     diplomatic 

envoys,  449;  of  monarchs  abroad, 

409 
Self-preservation,  1 77-1 81 
Semi-sovereign.     See     Half-    and 

Part- Sovereign 


6o8 


INDEX 


2IO 

8«rvitadM,  257-263 

ShiiiiODOieldf  PcMe  ftreftty  o(  545 

Sbi^.  SMVaiMl 

Sh^pi4P«n,  317 

Shipwreek  on  the  Open  Safti  324 

81aT6-trad6, 321,  347 

Smith,  F.  £.,  87 

Soknt,  the,  249 

BoUbrino,  baiUe  q%  522 

Sorel,  Albert,  88 

Booclan,  mtemAiional  position  o( 
220 

Sonli^yoaie  0(451 

Sound  dnee,  250 

Sooroee  of  IniemationAl  Law,  ao 

South  Afneui  Bepnblie,  136,  157, 
420;  her  alliftnoe  with  the 
Orange  Free  State,  571 

Sovereignty:  oonoeption  o(  loi ; 
divieibility  of  gorexeignty  con- 
tested, 103 ;  history  of  meaning 
of  sovereignty,  103-108 ;  in  eon- 
tradistinotion  to  sozerainty,  134 

Sovereignty  of  monarohs,  407 

Spheres  of  inflnence,  281 

Spies,  491 

Springer,  ease  of,  442 

State,  oonoeption  o(  100 

State  property.    5ss  State  territory 

States:  changes  in  the  conditions 
of,  114-117;  confiBderated,  128; 
dignity  of,  167-170,  437 ;  equa- 
lity of^  164  ;  eztinotion  of,  118; 
Federal,  129;  foil-  and  not-fhll 
Sovereign,  loi;  heads  of^  403- 
414;  independence  of,  170;  inter- 
course of,  191-194;  jurisdiotion 
of,  194-197;  neutralised,  140- 
147;  non-Christian,  147;  part- 
Sovereign,  420;  personal  supre- 
macy of,  170;  persontd  union  of, 
126;  possessing  royal  honours, 
165 ;  rank  of,  164 ;  real  union  of, 
127;  recognition  of,  1 19-124; 
responsibility  of;  198-214;  self- 


preservation  of,  177-181;  tetri- 
tofial  soptemaey  o(  170 ;  titles 
of;  166 ;  onder  protectorate,  137 ; 
vansl,  133, 420^  470 
State  servitudes,  257-263 
State  temtory:  definition  o(  217; 
diilBrsnt  kinds  of;  218 ;  difEexent 
parts  of;  222;  dismembered, 
218;  importanoe  of,  219;  in- 
alienability of  parts  of;  224;  ^in- 
tegrate," 218 

States  onder  protectorate  oamuyt 
cede  teiritory  without  conaent  of 
the  superior  State,  270 

Stoerk,95 

Stowell,  Lord,  91 

Straits,  249;  of  Magellan,  250,  568 

Stuart  Pretender,  the,  260 

Suarez,  'J^ 

Subject  of  a  State,  his  position  when 
a  diplomatic  envi^  of  a  foreign 
State,  430,  fwU  2 

Sulijugation :  conception  of,  287; 
consequences  o(  290 ;  in  contra- 
distinction to  occupation,  288; 
justification  ot  288 ;  of  the  whole 
or  of  a  part  of  enemy  territory, 
289 ;  veto  of  third  Powers,  292 

Subjugation,  acquisition  of  nation- 
ality through,  355 

Subsoil,  territorial,  223 

Succession  of  States,  1 19-124 

Sues  Oanal,  234, 495,  567 

Sugar  Convention,  496,  582 

Sully,  case  of,  449 

Sun  Tat  Sen,  ease  of,  445 

Suzerainty,  conception  of;  134 

Sweden-Norway  a  Beal  Union, 
127 

Switzerland,  neutralisation  of,  144 


Tabula  Amalfitana,  56 
Taylor,  Hannis,  88,  93 
Telegraph  Union,  Universal,  578 
Terrae  potestas  finitur  ubi  finitur 
armorum  vis,  241 
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Territorial  finpremaoy :  oonse- 
quenoes  of,  172;  definition  of, 
171;  restrictions  npon,  175; 
vidations  of,  173 

Territorial  waters,  222 

Territorial  Waters  Jurisdiction  Aot, 
29,  242,  243,  244,  250 

Temtorimn  clansnm,  218 

Teztor,  83 

Thalweg,  254 

Thomasins,  82 

Toll,  maritime,  243,  250 

Tonrkmantschai,  Treaty  of,  231 

Tonrville,  ease  of,  386 

Transactions,  different  kinds  of, 
513;  declarations,  513;  notifica- 
tions, 514 ;  protests,  515 ;  dentm- 
ciations,  575 

TransvaaL  See  Sonth  Afiican 
Bepnblio 

Treaties :  accession  and  adhesion  to, 
546;  binding  force  of,  519;  can- 
cellation of,  555;  conception  of, 
517;  constitutional  restrictions 
concerning  the  treaty-making 
power,  523;  different  kinds  of, 
5 18 ;  effect  of,  539 ;  expiration  and 
dissolution  of,  547-553;  form  of, 
528 ;  fulfilment  of,  547  ;  interpre- 
tation of,  559;  law-making,  23, 
518,  563-568  ;*  means  of  securing 
performance  of,  542;  objects  of, 
526 ;  of  alliance,  569 ;  of  gua- 
rantee, 573 ;  of  protection,  576 ; 
pactum  do  contrahendo,  524 ;  par- 
ticipation of  third  States  in,  544; 
parties  to,  521,  524,  525,  526; 
parts  of,  530 ;  punctationes,  524  ; 
ratification  of,  531-539;  recon- 
firmation of,  558 ;  redintegration 
of,  558  ;  renewal  of,  557 ;  void- 
ance  of,  553;  who  can  exer- 
cise the  treaty -making  power? 
522 

Troppau,  Congress  of,  66 

Tunis,  international  position  of^  140 

Turkey,  reception  into  the  Family  of 

VOL.   I. 


Nations  through  Peace  treaty  of 
Paris  (1856),  33 
Twiss,  Sir  Travers,  87,  91 

Ullmamn,  89,  93,  581 

Ulpianus,  300 

Unions:  cholera  and  plague,  581 ; 
customs  tarifb  publication,  580; 
industrial  property,  579;  litera- 
ture and  art,  579;  metric  sys- 
tem, 579 ;  monetary,  582 ;  phyl- 
loxera, 581 ;  postal,  577;  private 
International  Law,  580;  sugar, 
582;  telegraph,  578;  wild  ani- 
mals  in  Afirica,  582 ;  railway,  578 

United  States  of  America :  become  a 
Great  Power,  69,  164 ;  intervene 
in  the  revolt  of  Cuba,  71 ;  naval 
war  code  of,  38 

Universal  Postal  Union,  577  ;  Tele- 
graph Union,  577 

Usage,  international,  in  contradis- 
tinction to  international  custom,. 
22 

Usurper,  405 

Utrecht,  Peace  of,  61,  260,  560 

Vassal  States,  133, 420,  470,  545^ 
note  I ;  cannot  cede  territory 
without  consent  of  suzerain,  270 ; 
can  they  be  parties  to  alliances  ? 
571,  to  negotiation  and  treaties? 
506,  521 ;  Indian  vassal  States  of 
Great  Britain,  135 

Vattel,  86 

Venice  ceded  by  Austria  to  France,. 
270;  her  sovereignty  over  tho 
Adriatic  Sea,  301 

Verdun,  Treaty  of,  54 

Verification  du  pavUlon,  320 

Verona,  Congress  of,  66 

Versailles,  Peace  of,  63 

Vessel:  arrest  of,  323;  name  of^ 
318;  papers  of,  317;  search  of, 
323;  territoriid  quijity  of,  when 
on  the  Open  Sea,  318;  visit  of, 
323.    See  alio  Men-of-war 
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Veto  oonceming  a  cession  of  terri- 
tory, 272 ;  subjugation,  272 

Vexaincoort,  ease  of,  210 

Yice-oonsTil,  467,  470 

Victor  Emanuel,  King  of  Italy, 
404 

Victoria,  ^^ 

Vienna  Congress,  94,  423,  564 

Villafiranca,  Preliminary  Peace 
Treaty  of,  522 

Virginius,  case  of  the,  181 

Visit  of  vessels,  323 

Voidance  of  treaties:  through  ex- 
tinction of  one  of  the  parties,  553 ; 
through  impossibility  of  execu- 
tion, 554;  through  realisation  of 
purpose,  554 ;  through  extinction 
of  object  concerned,  554 

Volkerrechte-Indigenat,  345 


Walkeb,  87,  93 

WaUachia,  420 

Washington :  Maritime  Conference 
of  (1889),  319;  treaties  of  1854 
and  187 1  concerning  navigation 
on  the  river  8t.  Lawrence,  229 ; 
treaty  of  1857  concerning  the 
Sound  dues,  251 ;  treaty  of  1901 
concerning  the  Panama  Canal, 
236,  568 


Waters,  territorial.    8m  Territorial 

waters 
Wei-Hai-Wei     leased     to     Great 

Britain,  271 
Welwood,  William,  304 
Wenck,  94 
Westlake,  87,  93 

Westminster,  Treaty  of  (1674),  305 
Westphalian  Peace,  60,  563 
Wharton,  88 
Wheaton,  88,  91 
Wild  animals  in  Africa,  preservation 

of,  582 
Wildman,  Richard,  87 
William  of  Holland,  case  of  Sling, 

410 
Wisby,  the  maritime  laws  of,  56 
Wismar,  221 ;  pledged  by  Sweden 

to  Mecklenburg,  271 
Wolff,  Christian,  85 
Woolsey,  88 
Wrech,  case  of  Baron  de,  445 


Zanzibar,  international  position  of, 
140,  mjoie  I 

Zone  for  revenue  and  sanitary 
laws  extended  beyond  the  mari- 
time belt,  245 

Zouche,  81 

Zuider  Zee,  247 
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